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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
THE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF THE M.A.W.W.: A MEASURE TO 
ASSESS MEN’S ALLYHOOD TOWARD WOMEN IN THE WORKPLACE 
by 
 
Edward Joseph Sullivan 
 
Florida International University, 2019 
 
Miami, Florida 
 
Professor Asia Eaton, Major Professor 
 In the workplace, women can experience stereotyping and marginalization as a 
result of their gender (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Gipson, Pfaff, Mendelsohn, Catenacci, & 
Burke, 2017).  Having allies, or people who are supportive of or who advocate for an 
oppressed group can help members of marginalized communities to achieve personal and 
social success (Drury, 2014; Evans & Washington, 1991). The Men’s Allyhood toward 
Women in the Workplace (M.A.W.W.) measure seeks to evaluate men’s supportiveness 
of women in the workplace, enabling researchers and practitioners to understand and 
improve the climate for women at work. The M.A.W.W. was first developed with the 
input of five subject matter experts who commented on the clarity and relevance of a list 
of 84 proposed items. The item pool was pared down from 84 items to 59 which were 
then subjected to an exploratory factor analysis. The exploratory factor analysis narrowed 
the item pool from 59 to seventeen items. Although it was hypothesized that the 
M.A.W.W. would yield six factors, only three factors were supported by the analysis: 
Knowledge & Awareness, Action, and Skills & Capacity. These three factors showed 
internal consistency reliabilities that ranged from acceptable to excellent. A confirmatory 
 vi  
factor analysis then led to the deletion of two more items, yielding a total of fifteen items 
for the final, three-factor version of the M.A.W.W. Convergent validity of this final 
measure was demonstrated by positive correlations with scales assessing affirming 
attitudes toward women in general. Evidence of divergent validity was shown with 
negative correlations with scales assessing negative and prejudicial attitudes against 
women. Furthermore, construct evidence was demonstrated with statistical analysis 
showing no correlation between the M.A.W.W. and a personality scale.   
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 Since World War II women’s participation in the workforce has steadily increased 
(U.S. Department of Labor, 2018). Current estimates now report that women represent 
58.1% of the modern U.S. workforce, and have held the majority of workforce 
participation for the last decade (U.S. Department of Labor, 2018). Additionally, 59% of 
women work full-time and year-round, compared to 40% in 1970 (U.S. Department of 
Labor, 2018), and are obtaining education to propel their careers, with women today 
being more likely than men to earn a high school diploma, a post-secondary degree, and 
even an advanced graduate degree (Leslie, Manchester, & Dahm, 2017; U.S. Department 
of Labor, 2018). Yet despite these efforts towards equality, the salaries and rankings of 
women in organizations lag behind those of men (Proctor, Semega, & Kollar, 2016). On 
the basis of annual salary earnings, women are paid 78% - 82% of what men are paid and 
they are greatly underrepresented in leadership and management roles (U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2018).  
The reasons for these gender disparities at work have been the subject of 
considerable research and conjecture. Some explanations are discussed in terms of 
external barriers to the advancement of women in the workplace - gender stereotypes and 
bias, prejudice, and discrimination (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Gipson, Pfaff, Mendelsohn, 
Catenacci, & Burke, 2017). In general, explanations along these lines suggest and 
demonstrate that societal, structural, and cultural factors, significantly impede women’s 
career development and success (e.g., Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007; Eagly & Karau, 
2002; Heilman, 2012). Other explanations for the existence of workplace differences 
between women and men are discussed in terms of women’s internal attributes such as 
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their preferences, values, needs and goals (e.g., Diekman, Brown, Johnston, & Clark, 
2010). For example, one explanation from this set for why women earn less than men is 
because women purposefully self-select into lower paying jobs as a tradeoff for some 
other benefit, like flextime or predictable hours (Barbulescu & Bidwell, 2013). Although 
these explanations and discussions regarding gendered workplace disparity may have 
different points of origin, they are likely interconnected and bidirectional (Joshi, Son, & 
Roh, 2015; Wright, Eaton, & Skagerberg, 2015) as in the case of a woman who 
intentionally exits a traditionally male-dominated field of employment where gender bias 
is high.  
Gender in Organizations 
 In adherence with social-cultural explanations, researchers and practitioners 
typically use an organizational framework to interrogate and solve gender disparities at 
work (e.g., Kossek, Su, & Wu, 2017). An organizational approach to understanding 
gender disparities considers the workplace forces and circumstances that impact women 
employees such as selection and promotion policies and practices, job design, and 
organizational communications (Kossek et al., 2017). One organizational influence that 
leads to gender disparities is bias against women by coworkers, managers, subordinates, 
and customers. In an employment context, bias against women is when women are not 
associated with the abilities and traits required for particular roles, and therefore are 
deemed less likely to be qualified for or successful in those roles as compared to men 
(Eagly & Karau, 2002). When a job role calls for agentic qualities, such as being 
dominant, ambitious, or assertive, a woman is typically viewed as a poor fit because these 
qualities are more traditionally associated with a man (Eagly, 2013; Heilman, 2012). Bias 
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in this context leads to a loss of job opportunity and/or promotion for women and causes 
gendered disparity at work (Eagly, 2013; Heilman, 2012). Furthermore, in those cases 
where women do exhibit traditionally held male qualities, they often face bias in the form 
of “backlash,” a negative reaction from external forces such as coworkers, managers, and 
customers for role incongruent behaviors (Kossek et al., 2017; Phelan & Rudman, 2010; 
Williams & Tienden, 2016). Bias and backlash are of chief concern for the advancement 
of women because even though they are more pronounced in male-dominated industries 
and leadership roles, they stretch across all stages of women’s career development and 
occupations (Kossek et al., 2017; Paustian-Underdahl, Eaton, Mandeville, & Little, in 
press; Phelan & Rudman, 2010). 
 One solution to address gender disparities at work involves making structural 
changes, such as changes to organizational climate. Generally, organizational climate is 
defined as organizational members’ shared perceptions of aspects of the organization, 
with an emphasis on perceptions of the social environment, such as employment 
practices, policies, and events (Denison, 1996; Schneider, Erhart, & Macey, 2013). 
Organizational climate is rooted in the deep structures and values of organizations, 
including the attitudes, opinions, and beliefs of employees and leaders (Denison, 1996; 
Schneider et al., 2013), and has been the focus of a great deal of research as it relates to 
women and their work experiences. Over the years, researchers have studied 
organizational climate as a moderator of the relationship between diversity and 
organizational performance (e.g., Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009), as a mediator through 
which leadership exerts its impact on employees (e.g., Dragoni, 2005), and as a 
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foundational component of organizational structures like employment practices and 
company resources (e.g., Schneider et al., 1998).  
 Kossek and colleagues (2017) suggest that organizational efforts to reshape the 
workplace climate, including workers’ attitudes and beliefs in support of working 
women, would have the effect of reducing bias against women employees. Yet, to make 
changes to employee’s attitudes and beliefs, it is imperative to understand what those 
attitudes are. The purpose of this dissertation is to develop and validate a tool that will 
measure the attitudes and beliefs of men in the workforce as they relate to the equal 
treatment of women at work. Such a tool will have practical benefits for practitioners and 
academic researchers alike.  
 Although multiple validated and reliable scales assess people’s attitudes and 
beliefs about women, no measure to date has specifically sought to identify how 
supportive men are of women in the workplace. For example, the Attitude towards 
Women Scale (Spence & Hahn, 1997; Spence & Helmreich, 1972) and the Ambivalent 
Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1997) both measure general, global assessments of 
gender-role attitudes and beliefs. Sample items from the Attitudes towards Women Scale 
include “Swearing and obscenity are more repulsive in the speech of a woman than a 
man” and “A woman should be as free as a man to propose marriage” (Spence & Hahn, 
1997), and sample items from the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory include “In a disaster, 
women ought not necessarily to be rescued before men” and “Most women interpret 
innocent remarks or acts as being sexist” (Glick & Fiske, 1997). While both scales each 
include a small number of questions about men’s and women’s work roles, they do not 
systematically assess the varied ways working individuals can support and be allies to 
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working women, nor do they constitute a separate dimension of the assessments. For 
example, the item, “under modern economic conditions with women being active outside 
the home, men should share in household tasks such as washing dishes and doing 
laundry” from the Attitudes towards Women Scale (Spence & Hahn, 1997, p. 7) assesses 
participant’s views about the gendered division of labor rather than directly gauging the 
participant’s direct level of support for women at work.  
 Unlike these two scales, the Sex Role Egalitarian Scale (Beere, King, Beere, & 
King, 1984) does contain a full dimension that relates to the workplace. However, the 
items in this dimension are designed to assess beliefs about gender equality at work rather 
than elements of allyhood, such as the item “a male nurse cannot be as effective as a 
female nurse” (p. 567). In addition, these workplace questions constitute a very small part 
of the inventory, being less than 20% of the total number of items (Beere et al., 1984). 
 By better understanding men’s attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors regarding support 
for women at work, practitioners and researchers will be able to more clearly and adeptly 
create and implement developmental and educational programs and practices. For 
practitioners looking to improve their organization’s climate for women and lessen 
gendered disparities at work, a measure such as the M.A.W.W. can be used to determine 
whether the aggregate identity of their workforce requires developmental programs such 
as workshops or training sessions that are geared towards fostering support for women—
whether these programs are designed to educate men as to the existence of gendered 
disparities at work or a slightly more nuanced approach that informs men of specific 
ways they can assist and support women in succeeding at work. In addition to learning 
and development opportunities, a device to identify allies of women at work would be 
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vital in measuring the effectiveness of these programs, as well as assessing the impact of 
other changes on the organizational climate. 
Another organizational influence that affects gender disparities at work is the 
imbalance in the quantity and quality of career resources, such as social networks, 
mentoring, and sponsorship (Michailidis, Morphitou, & Theophylatou, 2012), and a tool 
such as the M.A.W.W. could have some utility in narrowing these disparities. For 
example, women often receive psychological support from superiors whereas men 
receive career development support (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003). Organizations 
that seek to reexamine the benefits women are deriving from their mentoring and 
sponsorship programs (Kossek et al., 2017) could use a tool like the M.A.W.W. to 
identify those allies who may best serve in a mentoring or sponsorship role for women. 
 Academic researchers will also benefit from the M.A.W.W., as it will enable 
research on the antecedents, correlates, and consequences of allyhood for individuals, 
groups, and organizations. Measures that accurately capture individual differences in 
complicated, developmental constructs afford researchers the opportunity to conduct 
broad quantitative studies (Jones, 2014). One example of the utility of the M.A.W.W. 
measure involves addressing the factors that enable women to succeed in leadership 
positions at work (King, Hebl, George, & Matusik, 2010). With the ability to identify 
allies of women in the workplace, researchers could quantifiably determine the extent to 
which internal allies can offset or eliminate some of the challenges women leaders face, 
such as backlash in negotiation or evaluation (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles, 
Babcock, & Lai, 2007; Rudman & Glick, 2001). Given the potentially far-reaching 
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implications and utility of the M.A.W.W., it is first important to understand what 
constitutes an ally, what functions allies perform, and how they may be developed. 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Various definitions have been used to understand the nature of individuals who 
are supportive of the experiences and well-being of outgroup members. Washington and 
Evans (1991) defined allies as individuals who are a “member of the dominant or 
majority group who work to end oppression in their personal and professional life 
through support of, and as advocates with and for, the oppressed population” (p. 313). 
Building upon Washington and Evans (1991), Broido (2000) defined allies as “members 
of dominant social groups (e.g., men, Whites, heterosexuals) who are working to end the 
system of oppression that gives them greater privilege and power based on their social 
group membership” (p. 3). In this social grouping context, allies are individuals who 
belong to a particular group different than the oppressed group, and who seek to 
challenge power structures that provide the allies themselves with privilege and benefits. 
Privilege, meanwhile, is generally understood to mean unearned benefits or advantages 
that members of the ingroup enjoy (Case, Hensley, & Anderson, 2014; Edwards, 2006; 
McIntosh, 2001; Reason, Scales, & Millar, 2005), and oppression often refers to the 
systematic phenomenon of ideological domination and institutional control by the 
ingroup in its exploitation of the outgroup for its own benefit (Case, Hensley, & 
Anderson, 2014; Edwards, 2006; Reynolds & Pope, 1991; Hardaman & Jackson, 1982). 
Scholars generally agree that privilege and oppression occur whether or not an individual 
ingroup member is consciously aware of these forces, and whether or not the ingroup 
members recognize that they are the beneficiaries of privilege and oppression (Hardaman 
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& Jackson, 1982; David & Wagner, 2005). Other scholars also emphasize the idea that 
allies work toward resisting and dismantling a system, and the system is one from which 
they benefit (e.g., Ayvazian, 1995; Mio & Roades, 2003; Munin & Speight, 2010).  
Allies play a vital role in the struggle for equality and global liberation. As 
members of the dominant, privileged group, allies have access to knowledge, skills, and 
resources that are effective tools in reducing or eliminating oppression (Munin & 
Speight, 2010). One prominent way allies can effectively support the oppressed group is 
through influencing their fellow ingroup members. Because of ingroup similarities that 
often bolster credibility, ingroup members frequently yield a greater degree of influence 
over other ingroup members, more so on many occasions than the degree of influence 
that an outgroup member would have (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Petty et al., 2005). 
Understanding how allies span the boundaries between groups is important because 
oppression is hierarchical in nature, essentially a division occurring between ingroup 
members as privileged and outgroup members as oppressed (Bell, 2007). From this 
division comes privileges for the dominant ingroup members, reinforcing the incentive to 
maintain the division (Bell, 2007). 
Despite these privileges, groups of allies have collaborated with oppressed 
populations in various struggles for equality throughout recent modern history. In the late 
1800s, for example, men had sole access to the political system in the U.S. The role of 
male allies in supporting the women’s suffrage movement was critical to eliminating 
gendered voter inequality (Stokes Brown, 2002; Zinn, 2003), because, as often is the 
case, the struggle for equality required a change in the voting laws through the political 
system (Stokes Brown, 2002). Other points in history have also seen prominent displays 
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of allies supporting and promoting oppressed groups. In the 1960s Whites worked with 
Blacks for various civil and employment rights, and in the 1990s heterosexuals worked 
with LGBTQ members for the right to marry (Zinn, 2003), and these alliances are 
hypothesized to have made critical difference in the results that were obtained from these 
efforts (e.g., Cohen & Zelnick, 2002), partly because of the majority group’s command 
over political influence and resources (Jones, 2014). 
Allyhood Development 
To aid in the understanding of allyhood development, several models have been 
proposed over the years. Despite their conceptual and process differences, these models 
generally strive to answer the same basic questions: what constitutes an ally, and what 
role do allies perform towards the goal of achieving social justice equality? Allyhood 
development models, their common factors, and their evolution in the social justice 
literature, serve as the theoretical foundation for the development and validation of the 
M.A.W.W. Allyhood development models usually take one of two forms: stage models 
or factor models. A stage model suggests that allies move from some nascent entry level 
to an intermediate level(s) and finally becoming allies in the final stage (Bishop, 2002). 
Stage models of allyhood development find their origins primarily in university settings 
where social justice counselors have looked to develop and improve programs that 
shepherd students through diversity courses or workshop sessions. Factor models 
emerged as social justice theorist began to look for ways to translate group specific 
models for use with other groups. For instance, Broido (2000) referenced the stage race-
related model of  Hardiman & Jackson (1992) in order to develop an LGBTQ-related 
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model and, in so doing, focused on the common factors between the two to justify the 
cross application.    
One prominent stage model is Bishop’s (2002) Allyhood Development Model, 
which describes allies as progressing in a step-wise fashion through six separate stages. 
The first stage of allyhood is for the individual to understand oppression and how it 
operates. To reduce or eliminate oppression, according to Bishop (2002), an ally must 
first examine internally his role as an oppressor, and how he has benefitted from 
oppression of the outgroup. The second stage of allyhood development involves 
understanding how an individual’s social identity may intersect in some way with an 
oppressed population, but diverges on matters of power and privilege. The third step of 
Bishop’s model (2002) allows for the healing of the pain caused when individuals realize 
the impact of their roles as oppressor and oppressed. This healing process leads to the to 
the fourth stage where individuals work towards their own liberation and marks the 
transition from conscious raising and healing to action as an ally. The fifth stage of this 
model is relatively broad and calls for the individuals to have an understanding of the 
oppressed population and its history, social structures, and a strategy to move forward, to 
name a few characteristics. The sixth and final stage of Bishop (2002) is taking action to 
reduce or eliminate oppression. This final stage generally calls upon the learning 
experiences and strategies developed in the fifth stage to effect social change. 
 By way of comparison, Broido (2000)’s Empirical Allyhood Development model 
provided a factor based model. Unlike a stage model, Broido’s model (2000) focused on 
the characteristics and behaviors of an ally regardless of what processes, in what order, 
lead to their development of relevant attributes. Broido (2000) highlighted the following 
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characteristics and behaviors: gathering information, making meaning of that 
information, and acquiring knowledge for the sake of taking action with regards to a 
social justice issue. The gathering information behavior refers to the individual’s efforts 
to understand the perspective of members of the oppressed population. The meaning 
making component involves the process of individuals understanding that a system of 
oppression exists, and they play a role in that system. The knowledge for the sake of 
action component refers to acquiring facts and data so that individuals can prepare 
themselves for possible discussions with ingroup members regarding social justice issues. 
Additionally, Broido (2000) is a nonlinear factor model—in sharp contrast to the stage 
models. In a factor model, an individual may be partially or fully developed as an ally 
across any combination of factors, and may develop characteristics in any order. For 
instance, in Broido’s (2000) model, an individual may be gaining knowledge regarding 
the history of women’s civil rights movement, but still may not have made meaning of 
their personal role in a society that oppresses women. 
Awareness 
One common theme that emerges from both Broido’s (2000) and Bishop’s (2002) 
models of allyhood is the concept of awareness. This awareness concept is echoed in 
allyhood development models subsequently offered by additional theorists. Reason, 
Scales, and Millar (2005) focused on the concept of ally awareness in their model and 
introduced two forms of ally awareness for understanding allyhood development: 
intellectual awareness and emotional awareness of oppression, power, and privilege. An 
intellectual understanding of oppression, power, and privilege refers to being aware of the 
large, systematic forces that produce social injustices, and inequalities between the 
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ingroup and outgroup. Both ingroup and outgroup members exist within an entire system 
where contextual forces shape unequal outcomes (Reason, et al., 2005, citing Bishop, 
2002). In comparison, an emotional understanding involves a personal realization and 
acceptance by ingroup members that they benefit in some way from the oppression, 
power, and privilege. Reason et al., (2005) theorized that increasing ally awareness, 
whether intellectual or emotional, corresponds with an increasing likelihood that 
privilege-cognizant allies will draw upon their pro-social justice attitudes and take 
outward action to support outgroup members in the quest for social equality. 
Similar to Reason et al., (2005), Edwards (2006) put forth an allyhood 
development model that featured ally awareness as a central component. Edwards (2006) 
categorized ingroup members’ allyhood development on the basis of their underlying 
motivations. Edwards (2006) devised three categories of allyhood development: ally for 
self – interest, ally for altruism, and ally for social justice. An ally for self-interest is 
primarily concerned with protecting those that they care about. In this regard, allies for 
self-interest are motivated by a desire to seek social equality not because of a broader 
opposition to the systematic forces that create inequities between groups, but because 
they want to end the suffering of loved ones that comes from unfair social outcomes. 
Although self-interested allies may seek change in immediate and nearby circumstances 
that affect them through the experiences of their loved ones, they are in favor of 
maintaining the status quo of societal structures, assuming they are even aware of the 
larger, more contextual forces like ingroup privilege. 
Allies for altruism, however, are cognizant of ingroup privilege, but only to the 
extent that it exists in a systematic, generalized way. Allies for altruism are motivated by 
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the ingroup guilt associated with their realization that ingroup privilege exists (Edwards, 
2006). Their support for outgroup members is an expression of their desire to alleviate 
that guilt and make right for past wrongs. While recognizing that ingroup privilege exists, 
allies for altruism try to personally distance themselves from the notion that they may be 
the beneficiaries of ingroup privilege (Edwards, 2006). In comparison, allies for social 
justice are motivated by a desire to make an impact for both ingroup and outgroup 
members as they view the whole of society as victims to ingroup privilege - themselves 
included. Social justice allies recognize that unearned power and privilege are detrimental 
to the privileged as well as the oppressed, and hinder genuine and meaningful 
relationships between ingroup and outgroup members (Goodman, 2011). In other words, 
although allies for social justice may recognize that outgroup members suffer more in 
kind and degree than ingroup members, they find the prospect of social equality to be 
personally liberating in that it grants more meaningful and genuine relationships with 
other humans.    
In addition to building upon prior work to expand or fine-tune allyhood 
development models, concepts, and definitions, scholars have begun to synthesize these 
models to formulate a more unified approach to understanding allyhood. Waters (2010) 
presented an allyhood model with three nonlinear categories that ingroup members can 
occupy. Within these categories ingroup members may develop at different rates, being 
fully developed in one category and partially developed in another, for instance. 
Although in the Waters’ (2010) model, ingroup members transition from an initial stage, 
to an intermediate stage, and finally to a mature ally stage, they move in and out of each 
category in a nonlinear fashion. In essence, Waters (2010) proposed a factor model with 
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stage model features. Specifically, Waters (2010) proposed three categorical processes of 
allyhood development, of which one is “intrapersonal,” reflecting the degree of self-
awareness an individual has in relation to their peers. Akin to Edwards’ (2006) 
intellectual and emotional states of awareness, ingroup members transition from the 
initial stage of unawareness or an awareness that is self-centered, to an intermediate stage 
of awareness that involves an abstract understanding of circumstances that are external to 
themselves, to finally, a more mature state of complete internal awareness of privilege 
and how they factor into the societal system. Waters’ (2010) final process of allyhood 
development, “interpersonal,” builds upon the concept of action as discussed in Broido 
(2000) and Reason et al., (2005). A fully mature interpersonal ingroup member would 
have the capacity to engage in meaningful relationships with outgroup members as well 
as take action to end ingroup privilege and oppression (Waters, 2010). 
Although Broido (2000), Bishop (2002), Reason et al., (2005), and Waters (2010) 
are models of racial and LGBTQ allyhood, they are also relevant to issues involving 
women. In terms of allyhood toward women, men’s awareness that their identity and life 
experiences are different from those of women, and that these differences are shaped by a 
patriarchal system from which they benefit, parallel the two forms of awareness in the 
Reason et al., (2005) model. . A patriarchal system is the societal oppression of women 
by men which effectively inures benefits to men as members of the ingroup at the 
expense of women as members of the outgroup (Eagly & Carli, 2007). Men who possess 
an awareness that a patriarchy exists, and that men as members of the ingroup are 
beneficiaries of this system, are more apt to recognize that women in general are 
oppressed and that women operate in the workplace at a disadvantage as compared to 
 15  
men (Davis & Wagner, 2005). Davis and Wagner (2005) discussed how achieving this 
awareness is hindered by the patriarchal system itself because as the beneficiaries of this 
systematic oppression, men are rewarded for ignoring its existence. By ignoring the 
existence of the patriarchy, men maintain the status quo, and therefore, maintain the flow 
of privileges that come with it. Moreover, because these privileges are systematic and 
institutionalized, they often go unnoticed. Just as awareness of a system of racially-
related oppression is part of Whites’ allyhood development in Waters (2010)’s race 
model, so too is the recognition of a patriarchal system and how it operates towards 
allyhood development for men as allies of women at work (Davis & Wagner, 2005). An 
ally by definition joins with women in the effort to reduce or eliminate workplace 
inequities, but if he does not see the inequities caused by a patriarchal system, then he 
sees nothing that needs to be changed (Bishop, 2002) and will not be motivated to serve 
as an ally (Davis & Wagner, 2005).  
Knowledge 
 Another factor emerging from Broido (2000), and upon which scholars have 
subsequently built (e.g., Smith & Redington, 2010), is the dimension of knowledge—
acquiring facts and information regarding outgroup members’ experiences. Without 
acquiring knowledge, including a general understanding of what outgroup members 
experience, ingroup members will not be motivated to take action to address social 
inequities (Getz & Kirkley, 2003; Caldwell & Vera, 2010; DiStefano, Croteau, Anderson, 
Kampa-Kokesch, & Bullard, 2000; Smith & Redington, 2010). Knowledge about an 
outgroup members’ experiences can be acquired at workshops, training sessions 
(DiStefano et. al, 2000), informal group gatherings (Smith & Redington, 2010), 
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ingroup/outgroup intrapersonal exchanges (Washington & Evans, 1991), and university 
class settings (Getz & Kirkely, 2003). 
 Scholars have also drawn upon Broido’s(2000) dimension of knowledge in 
furtherance of their own work, although not necessarily by name. For example, Waters 
(2010) fashioned the allyhood development process of “cognitive development” which 
refers to an ingroup member’s capacity to understand cultural differences and the 
experiences of outgroup members. Ingroup members in the initial stage of cognitive 
development are relatively naïve as to this understanding whereas ingroup members in 
the mature stage are culturally informed and able to consider multiple perspectives 
objectively. 
With regard to women, the allyhood development dimension of knowledge can 
refer to an individual’s knowledge about laws, policies, practices, history, and cultural 
norms regarding women’s efforts to achieve equality in a patriarchal society, as it is a 
vital component in understanding the experiences of women and the ways in which an 
ally can assist women (Broido 2000a; Washington & Evans, 1991). Furthermore, as 
theorists have added, as knowledge increases it can lead to a rise in confidence which in 
turns further develops other dimensions of allyhood, such as skills (Jones, 2014).  
Skills 
In the social justice literature, another emerging component of allyhood 
development involves the skills of the ingroup member (e.g., Evans & Washington, 
1991). Skills are discussed in terms of the ingroup member’s helping abilities, 
specifically to communicate to others about the outgroup member’s identity and 
experiences (Washington & Evans, 1991). In the context of work, helping behaviors are 
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often referred to as “social support” (House, 1981; Sarafino, 2006; Semmer, Elfering, 
Jacobshagen, Perrot, Beehr, & Boos, 2008). The seminal work of House (1981) from the 
organizational literature ushered in a model composed of four categories: emotional 
support, instrumental aid, informational assistance, and appraisal. In House’s model 
(1981), emotional support involves affective characteristics like loving and caring. The 
instrumental aid category refers to a provision of services such as problem solving or the 
giving of resources, and the information assistance category includes counseling and 
advising. The last category, appraisal, combines assistance with the notion of self-
evaluation in that supporters reflect upon their actions to learn how to act differently in 
future scenarios. Although there have been various adaptations of House’s work, most 
models feature one or more of House’s categories (Shakespeare-Finch & Obst, 2011). 
One adaptation of House’s model reclassified the appraisal category as esteem 
support, the act of praising, and added a fifth classification of network support, which 
speaks to providing assistance that moves beyond the outgroup member into their larger 
network of contacts and resources (Caltabiano, Byrne, Martin & Sarafino, 2002). Another 
variation returns to the four factor structure by combining emotional and esteem support 
and introducing companionship support, which includes a broader and more enduring 
relationship than emotional/esteem support (Sarafino, 2006). Yet throughout all these 
variations and adaptations, two forms of support have emerged as the most prominent and 
relevant: social/emotional support and instrumental support (Declercq, Vanheule, 
Markey, & Willemsen, 2007). In essence, social/emotional support and instrumental 
support subsume all the other categories. For example, instrumental support subsumes 
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information assistance because providing information is a service (Shakespeare-Finch & 
Obst, 2008).  
Action 
A final common thread throughout most allyhood development models is the need 
for concrete action to dismantle oppression (Asta & Vacha-Haase, 2013; Ayazian, 1995; 
Case, 2012; Mio & Roades, 2003; Reynolds, 2010; Washington & Evans, 1991). Because 
oppression is a system that allows access to benefits and privilege based upon group 
membership, it is only the action of individuals that brings about systematic change 
(Reynolds, 2010). In fact, some scholars have gone so far as to claim that anything short 
of a visible and overt act of support for the oppressed is a form of collusion furthering 
entrenching the system of oppression (Ayazian, 1995; Mio & Roades, 2003; Reynolds, 
2010). Other scholars have argued that numerous overt acts of support are required for 
individuals to qualify as allies, as the repetition is necessary to ensure that individuals to 
have sufficient personal experiences to internalize their role as allies (Bailey, 1998). The 
type of behavior that constitutes an act varies. Actions such as attending protests, 
advocating for outgroup members, displaying symbols, and dispelling myths are just a 
few examples of actions that are linked to allyhood development (DiStefano et al., 2000; 
Jones, 2014). 
III. THE PRESENT STUDY 
The present study represents three independent studies to develop and validate a scale. To 
examine men’s allyhood toward women in the workplace, six dimensions of allyhood 
development were initially hypothesized and tested, using factors uncovered in the 
literature on allyhood across multiple disciplines. The attributes and behaviors that were 
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initially hypothesized to undergird allyhood were: distal awareness, proximal awareness, 
knowledge, social support, instrumental support, and action. Although prior research has 
indicated that social support and instrumental support correlate highly (e.g., Semmer et 
al., 2008), this association does not mean that these concepts are identical, and they may 
operate differently under different contextual circumstances. 
For the purposes of identifying allyhood toward women in the workplace, the 
following definition of an ally was adopted:  
An ally is a man who is actively supporting and promoting the rights and well-
being of women, helping to reduce or eliminate the barriers or inequalities that 
women face in the workplace. 
M.A.W.W. Dimensions 1 and 2: Distal and Proximal Awareness 
The first proposed dimension of the measure of Men’s Allyhood towards Women 
in the Workplace (M.A.W.W.) was awareness. Scholars have discussed the dimension of 
ally awareness by focusing on two types. One type focuses on a level of awareness that is 
abstract and broad (Bishop, 2002; Edwards, 2006; Reason et al., 2005) – “distal 
awareness.” In distal awareness, a man recognizes that a patriarchy exists and that men in 
general are its beneficiaries in the workplace (Bishop, 2002). Distal awareness refers to 
an ally’s abstract understanding that the rights of men and women operate differently in a 
patriarchal system, and that men in general are the beneficiaries of this system at multiple 
levels in organizations(David & Wagner, 2005). An example of a distal awareness item 
in the M.A.W.W. is “In general, women are not treated as favorably as men in the 
workplace.” Without the dimension of distal awareness, a man would lack the necessary 
empathy and motivation to serve as an ally to women in the workplace (Davis & Wagner, 
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2005). In other words, if a man does not understand that a problem exists, he is unlikely 
to assist in implementing a solution.  
The second type of awareness focuses on a level of recognition that is more 
personal and relates directly to the ally himself. This personal type of awareness is where 
a man recognizes that the patriarchy exists and that he himself is the beneficiary to some 
degree of this system (Edwards, 2006; Reason et al., 2005) – “proximal awareness.” Such 
a proximal awareness of the effects of the patriarchy on women not only increases the 
likelihood that an ally will take steps to eliminate barriers to women in the workplace, but 
it also increases the likelihood that the ally will educate other ingroup members as to the 
deleterious effects of the patriarchal system on women in general and society as a whole 
(Jones, 2014). In the M.A.W.W., “I recognize that certain benefits at work may come 
more easily to me as compared to my female coworkers” is an example of a proximal 
awareness item. Proximal awareness involves a man’s personal understanding and 
recognition that as a member of the ingroup, he himself is a beneficiary of the patriarchy 
to some degree (Reason et al., 2005). Proximal awareness as compared to distal 
awareness is more specific in nature and is directly related to the individual ally, and in 
so being proximal awareness requires a greater sense of self-awareness than distal 
awareness (Bishop, 2002), and it is this sense of self-awareness that is an essential 
component of allyhood. Although distal and proximal awareness are conceptually 
different, researchers have treated them as a single construct (e.g., Jones, 2014). This 
dissertation will use factor analysis to assess the extent to which distal and proximal 
awareness are separate constructs, allowing for the possibility that some men may be 
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generally aware of women’s experiences in a patriarchal society, but not aware that they 
themselves benefit from sexism. 
M.A.W.W. Dimension 3: Knowledge 
 Of all the dimensions that contribute to allyhood development, “knowledge” 
seems to be the most clearly defined (Bishop, 2002; Edwards, 2006; Jones, 2014; 
Washington & Evans, 1991; Waters, 2010). The proposed measure in the present study 
will seek to identify men who are allies of women at work by assessing their degree of 
knowledge of women’s experiences as demonstrated through laws, policies, practices and 
cultural norms. For example, one proposed item is “I am familiar with a number of laws 
that give women protection from unequal treatment at work.”  
The knowledge dimension is distinct from the dimension of awareness. 
Conceivably, it is possible for a man to know that there are federal laws prohibiting 
gender disparity in pay for the same job, yet at the same time be unaware that such a law 
is necessary because of an ongoing system of oppression. Conversely, it is possible for a 
man to lack the knowledge that pay equality laws and remedies are available to women, 
but still be aware that women’s experiences at work are shaped by sexism. Moreover, the 
dimension of knowledge is distinct from skills. Having knowledge of something does not 
necessarily mean having the ability or skill to act on it. For example, a man may know 
that women experience sexual harassment at work, but lack the ability to provide an 
empathetic ear to a woman victim of harassment. A knowledge item from the M.A.W.W. 
is “There was a time in our history where women were expected to quit their jobs when 
they got married.” 
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M.A.W.W. Dimension 4 and 5: Skills 
The dimension of “skills” involves the skills and abilities an ally may possess in 
supporting women at work. Prior research has identified two skills in particular that are 
characteristics of an ally: social support and instrumental support. Social support refers to 
an ally’s listening and empathy skills (Jones et al., 2014). An ally strong in this 
dimension would have well-developed interpersonal skills that demonstrate warmth and 
trustworthiness to a member of the outgroup. “I am willing to have an open discussion 
about women’s workplace issues” represents a social support item in the 
M.A.W.W.  Instrumental support, on the other hand, refers to an ally’s ability to direct 
women to resources when asked (House, 1981). Having the ability to instrumentally 
support women who face sexism and sexist oppression in the workplace is an important 
feature male allies of women at work should possess. “If asked, I can direct a woman to 
outside resources (for example: books, Web sites, support groups, etc.) that support 
women’s rights at work” represents an instrumental support item in the M.A.W.W.  
Similar to the two forms of awareness, researchers have treated the two forms of 
support skills as a single construct (e.g., Jones et al., 2014). The present study will use 
factor analysis to explore the possibility that social support skills and instrumental 
support skills are distinct constructs, allowing for the possibility that some men may be 
capable of providing information about resources when called upon, yet may have 
underdeveloped empathy skills.  
M.A.W.W. Dimension 6: Action 
Although theorists are split on the intensity of action needed to be an ally (Stokes 
Brown, 2002; Zinn, 2003), it is an unquestionably important element of allyhood, and 
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should be specific to a particular outgroup. Action in support of outgroup members may 
consist of attending protests, advocacy for outgroup members, dispelling myths about the 
outgroup, engaging an ingroup member in a discussion regarding oppression and the 
experiences of outgroup members, voting for gender equality initiatives, confronting 
ingroup members’ discriminatory actions, and donating time and resources to outgroup 
causes (Evans, 2002; Jones et. al., 2014). For men allies of women in the workplace, 
action may involve displaying symbols in the workspace, advocating for changes in 
employment practices and policies, and speaking up against sexual harassment (Davis & 
Wagner, 2005). The present study will explore the dimension of action through factor 
analysis. The dimension action is theoretically distinct from social support skills and 
instrumental support skills in that a man may have the ability to empathize with and listen 
to an women experiencing sexism at work, but unless he does something, he has not 
acted. Simply because individuals may possess a skill does not mean they have put it into 
action. 
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IV. STUDY I. THE DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL PSYCHOMETRIC 
EVALUATION OF THE M.A.W.W. 
Drawing upon models of allyhood development and related conceptual 
frameworks, we hypothesized the following: 
H1) An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of our initial item pool will find the 
intended six factors: distal awareness, proximal awareness, knowledge, social 
support, instrumental support, and action. 
Method 
The first step in the development of a scale is to clearly define what construct(s) 
the scale will measure (Devellis, 2003), as we have done with the concept of allyhood 
and our six predicted allyhood factors in the introduction to this study. The next task is to 
use these definitions to generate an item pool for subject matter experts (SMEs) to 
evaluate (Devellis, 2003; Kumar & Kamalanabhan, 2014; Yi 2009). All items in the 
initial item pool should be well-grounded in substantive theory (Churchhill, 1979; 
Spector, 1992). Additionally, all items should have a similar level of specificity. Some 
scales in their application are global in their nature and some are more narrowly tailored, 
more specific (Clark & Watson, 1995). For instance, a scale designed to assess a 
personality trait for universal application is global, while a scale used to measure the 
engagement level of third-shift workers in the healthcare industry is more narrow, 
requiring items related expressly to engagement, third shift workers, and the healthcare 
industry. If the scale is specific, the items need to match this level of specificity by setting 
narrow boundaries that help to confine the construct. If the scale purports to measure a 
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global phenomenon, then the items need to have broad application (Clark & Watston, 
1995; Devellis, 2003). 
The M.A.W.W. is specific in nature. It seeks to identify men allies only and 
focuses on men’s relationship with women, all in the confines of the workplace. 
Consequently, the M.A.W.W. was administered to men only, exploring the relationship 
between the participant and women by surveying his attitudes toward and beliefs about 
women. Lastly, in keeping with an appropriate level of specificity, all items were related 
to the workplace.  
The proposed measure used Likert-type scales to assess responses on all items. 
The Likert scale consists of a declarative statement followed by responses (Likert, 1932). 
The responses for the proposed measure were assessed on a 5-point, bimodal scale with a 
neutral midpoint. The response items were (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither 
agree nor disagree, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. Likert-type scales are highly 
recommended for items that measure opinions, beliefs and attitudes (Devellis, 2003; 
Herbenick, 2007) as is the case with the M.A.W.W.  
 SME Review. The first step taken to validate the proposed scale was to develop a 
large item pool and have the item pool and response options reviewed by a group of 
SMEs (Kumar & Kamalanabhan, 2014; Podsakoff, 2003). This review by SMEs provides 
content validity in support of the proposed measure (Kumar & Kamalanabhan, 2014). 
The SME review for the proposed items in the M.A.W.W. was conducted in two stages. 
In the first stage, five SMEs were presented with 84 items. Four of these SMEs were 
women and one was a man. These initial SMEs were experts in the field of Gender 
 26  
Studies and associated with various universities throughout the United States. Two of 
these SMEs were also external consultants for private firms that service organizations.  
 At this stage of the M.A.W.W. validation, there were six dimensions of allyhood 
development that were hypothesized to be the basis of the proposed measure: 1.) distal 
awareness, 2.) proximal awareness, 3.) knowledge and skills, 4.) social support, 5.) 
instrumental support and 6.) action. Each of the 84 items submitted to the SMEs was pre-
classified in one of these six dimensions. SMEs rated how well they believed each item 
related to the dimension it purported to measure on a scale of 1 (poorly relates) to 5 
(relates well). Additionally, the SMEs were encouraged to give any further insight they 
may have about each item, its clarity, and the scale in general, using open-ended response 
questions. See Appendix A for the full questionnaire). 
 The SME review process eliminated twenty-five items and prompted ten items to 
be rewritten to increase clarity and to strengthen the item’s association with the proposed 
dimension. Some items were deleted because the items lent themselves to multiple 
interpretations. However, most of the items deleted were because they did not relate well 
to any of the pre-classified dimensions or they related to multiple dimensions. For 
instance, two of the SMEs thought that one item “Sometimes I wonder if I am paid more 
than my female coworkers who do the same job” could be considered linked to both 
proximal awareness and social support. Because of this ambiguity, this item was 
eliminated. 
 In the second stage of the SME review, two additional SMEs were presented with 
an online list of all M.A.W.W. items in random order, and asked to match every item to 
one of the six dimensions. In addition to the matching instructions, the two SMEs were 
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given a brief description of each dimension. The SMEs were also provided ample space 
to make comments and offer any further insights. For this online exercise, the SME had 
to drag and drop the item into the dimension’s box to associate a particular item with one 
of the six dimensions of allyhood development. See Appendix B for full questionnaire. 
No items were eliminated as a result of the matching exercise process, but four items 
were rewritten to increase clarity and strengthen the item’s association with the proposed 
dimension. After processing the SME feedback from both exercises, twenty-four items 
were deleted and fourteen items were modified.  
 Exploratory Factor Analysis. Once the SME review process was completed, the 
list of 59 items were administered to 268 adult working men age 18 and older to conduct 
an exploratory factor analysis. Employment was defined as currently working 30 hours or 
more per week. The survey was developed with Qualtrics survey software and 
administered to participants through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk (MTurk) data collection system is a widely used source for gathering information 
from online subjects (Cheung, Burns, Sinclair & Silter, 2017). The system pre-qualifies 
participants so that only those who qualify for a survey are permitted to take it. The 
MTurk participants comprise a generally diverse population not only in terms of race, age 
and gender, but geography and industry as well (Litman, Robinson, & Abberbock, 2017). 
MTurk participants were paid $2.61 for their participation, and the average time to 
complete the survey was 14.29 minutes with the exclusion of three outlier submissions 
that recorded a completion time of over 40 minutes. Furthermore, MTurk has proven to 
procure internally and externally valid data that meet Shadish, Cook, and Campbell’s 
(2002) statistical conclusion and construct validity standards (Cheung et al., 2017). 
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 The 59 items utilized for the exploratory factor analysis included the observations 
of 268 subjects and achieved a power level of .80 using G Power 3.1. A power analysis 
consists of four variables: number of subjects, effect size, alpha, and power (Cohen, 
1988). The effect size is the strength of the result found, the alpha indicates to what 
degree the effect size is generalizable to a population and the power represents the 
probability of finding true significance (Cohen, 1988). It is generally recommended for 
scale validation that a small to medium effect size of approximately .15 (Devellis, 2003; 
Nunnaly, 1978), an alpha of .05 (Cohen, 1988), and a minimum power of .80 (Cohen, 
1988) be used to determine the number of subjects. With 268 observations, the 
exploratory factor analysis yielded a power analysis of .80, meeting Cohen’s (1988) 
recommended standard.  
 An exploratory factor analysis is a statistical technique that groups items of a 
scale into a reduced sets of factors that represent a summary of those items (Gorsuch, 
1983; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The 
grouping allows for a more meaningful understanding of the phenomena’s theoretical 
structure. Grouping, or factorization, generally occurs because all the items of a scale are 
associated with one latent variable and, by extension, these items will likely generate 
similar responses from participants who are administered a scale that contains these items 
(Williams, Brown, & Onsman, 2010). To indicate how the scale’s items should be 
factored, an exploratory factor analysis yields correlation coefficients between the items 
and the factors. The correlation coefficient is known as a factor loading, and those items 
that tend to have similar factor loadings are assembled together under a common factor. 
The process yields an initial solution that contains the maximum number of acceptable 
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factors. To further examine this initial solution, the factor loadings are “rotated” to shed 
further evidence on what will be the final solution (Williams et al., 2010). 
 Rotation is a method of emphasizing the highest loadings and deemphasizing the 
lowest loadings so that the simplest structure possible can emerge in the factor analysis 
(Thompson, 2004). There are two types of rotation: orthogonal and oblique. Orthogonal 
rotation refers to an assumption that the factors are independent (i.e., not correlated with 
one another). Oblique rotation, by comparison, is the technique generally used when 
theory dictates that the factors are correlated. Orthogonal rotations consist of varimax, 
quartamax and equamax. Oblique rotation consists of oblim, promax and direct quartimin 
(Thompson, 2004).  
 Best Factor Solution. Beginning with the maximum number of factors indicated 
by the initial solution, each factor scenario is reviewed to determine whether it offers the 
best interpretation of the data (Williams et al., 2010). Factor solutions that have less than 
three items, or are primarily made up of items with factor loadings of less than .30, are to 
be removed from consideration (Gorsuch, 1983). For instance, if the initial solution is a 
five factor solution, then the five factor solution is reviewed to see if it is the best 
interpretation of the data. Then a forced four factor solution is reviewed; next a forced 
three factor solution is reviewed, followed by a forced two factor solution. Once the best 
factor solution is decided upon, the exploratory factor analysis moves into the item 
retention phase. 
 For item retention, Khan (2006) recommends a two prong approach. The first 
prong of item retention is a purely data-driven method that eliminates items from the 
scale that have factor loadings less than .40. The second prong is a theoretical approach 
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that eliminates items on the basis of conceptual redundancy. Once the scale length is 
optimized through this process the scale is then ready for a confirmatory factor analysis.    
 Exploratory Factor Results. Using SPSS Statistics 20.0 and the data from the 
268 observations of the 59 items, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted and, in 
this case, principal axis factoring was used (Worthington & Whittaker (2006). With a 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value greater than .90 (.927; Tabchnick & Fidell, 2001) and a 
statistical significance on Bartlett’s test of sphericity: χ2 = 10110.64, p < .000, initial 
results indicated that the M.A.W.W. in its 59 item form was appropriate for factor 
analysis. 
 To determine the number of factors in the initial solution, two common 
approaches were used: 1) the Scree Plot approach and 2) the Kaiser-Guttman Rule 
method (Gorsuch, 1990; Kim & Mueller, 1978). The scree plot approach follows the 
notion that there are the same number of factors as there are items in the scale. Using a 
two dimensional graph, the factors generated from the analysis are plotted on the x-axis 
and the eigenvalues of the factors are plotted on the y-axis. The eigenvalues are scores 
that when totaled equal the number of items in the measure (Kim & Mueller, 1978). 
Eigenvalues also represent the variance accounted for by each underlying factor 
(Preacher & MacCollum, 2003). For instance, in a scale with twenty items, an eigenvalue 
of 10 for Factor 1 would represent a variance of 50%. If Factor 2 had an eigenvalue of 5, 
then Factor 2 would represent a variance of 25%.  
 The ideal pattern for a scree plot is a steep curve, followed by a bend or the 
“elbow,” which then flattens out into a line. The flattened line is thought of as scree, a 
concept that stems from the rubble that is often found at the base of a mountainside (Kim 
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& Mueller, 1978). Statistically speaking, the scree is error variation (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2000). The factors to retain are the factors on the steep curve and the elbow, and 
the factors to discard are the ones that form the scree (Kim & Mueller, 1978). Figure 1 
shows the scree plot for the 59 item M.A.W.W.  
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Figure 1. 
Scree Plot for the M.A.W.W.
 
 
 
 As shown in Figure 1, there are 59 potential factors, one for each item in the 
M.A.W.W. The first factor has an eigenvalue of 19.29 and the second factor has an 
eigenvalue of 7.67. In Figure 1 it appears that factor nine is the last point in the elbow and 
factor ten is the first point in the scree.  
 The Kaiser-Guttman Rule method is similar to the Scree Plot approach in that it 
also involves the use of eigenvalues. In the Kaiser-Guttman method, factors with 
eigenvalues of one or greater are retained, and factors with eigenvalues less than one are 
discarded (Kim & Mueller, 1978). Under the Kaiser-Guttman Rule the first nine factors 
all have eigenvalues greater than one. Based upon the evidence generated by the scree 
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plot approach and the Kaiser-Guttman Rule method, the M.A.W.W. was narrowed down 
from 59 factors to nine factors for this stage of the exploratory factor analysis.  
 Once an initial solution was achieved, the next step was to rotate the factor 
loadings in order to obtain an improved interpretation of the data. Because it was 
theorized that Distal Awareness, Proximal Awareness, Knowledge, Social Support, 
Instrumental Support, and Action would correlate with each other, an oblique rotation 
was used, and upon the recommendation of Osborne and Costello (2009) the promax 
form of oblique rotation was utilized. Multiple factor solutions were considered, 
beginning with the nine factor initial solution. Factor solutions four, five, six, seven, 
eight, and nine consisted primarily of item loadings of less than .30 and, in some cases, 
there were factors with only one or two items. Factor solutions one and two eliminated 
too many items and rendered the M.A.W.W. conceptually meaningless, a consideration to 
heed as suggested by Gorsuch (1983) and Williams, Onsman, and Brown (2010). The 
three factor solution offered the best interpretation. In the three factor solutions, all items 
had factor loadings greater than or equal to .30, and each factor contained three or more 
items.  
 Eventually, the three factors were labeled “Knowledge & Awareness,” “Action,” 
and “Skills & Capacity.” The Knowledge & Awareness factor accounted for 32.67% of 
the variance in the data, the Action factor accounted for 13.00% of the variance, and the 
Skills & Capacity factor accounted for 6.57% of the variance. In total, these three factors 
explained 52.24% of the total variance in the data, exceeding the recommended standard 
of 50% (Williams et al., 2010).  As a results, the six factor hypothesis (H1) was not 
supported. 
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 Regarding item retention for the M.A.W.W., the 59 items were reviewed as 
suggested by Kahn (2006)’s two prong approach. There were 37 items that did not have 
factor loadings of .40 or greater so those items were eliminated. Furthermore, five items 
were then eliminated because they were conceptually redundant. For example, the item 
“It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as compared to men” was 
eliminated from the M.A.W.W. because it was redundant when compared to “When a 
woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with necessary accommodations to 
perform her job.” Both items seemed to detect the participants’ knowledge of legal 
mandates. Also, these two items had a strong correlation (r = .73), suggesting that they 
both are associated with the same construct. Likewise, the item “Compared to women, I 
recognize that some benefits at work come more easily to men” was eliminated from the 
M.A.W.W. as it was deemed redundant with the item “It is easier for a man to get to the 
top of an organization than it is for a woman because of sexism.” Both items explore 
participants’ belief as to whether differing outcomes at work can be due to one’s sex, 
however, the latter item captures this belief more directly and so was retained. These two 
items also had a very strong correlation (r = .75). Factor loadings and cross loadings for 
the remaining seventeen items are reported in Table 1, and the factor intercorrelations are 
reported in Table 2. 
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Table 1. 
 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Factor Loadings 
Item content by factor Factor loadings 
1 2 3 
26. I am familiar with a number of laws that give women protection from 
unequal treatment 
.87 -.11 .14 
17. When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with 
necessary accommodations to perform her job. 
.84 -.12 .22 
19. It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as 
compared to men. 
.84 -.08 .01 
1. It is easier for a man to get to the top of an organization than it is for a 
woman because of sexism. 
.81 -.01 .14 
18. Over the years I have learned how to point out places for women to 
research about their rights at work. 
.79 -.10 .21 
31. I am familiar with studies that show women are penalized for being 
assertive at work in ways that men are not. 
.79 -.11 .08 
7. Compared to women, I recognize that some benefits at work come 
more easily to men. 
.74 .12 .22 
2. I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do not. .77 -.16 .20 
42. I engage in conversations with others regarding the importance of 
women’s equality at work. 
-
.21 
.82 .24 
16. I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of women at 
work. (REVERSE) 
.13 .67 -.28 
39. If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up against it. .27 .62 -.08 
30. At work, I wouldn’t get into as much trouble if I talked down to a 
woman than if I had talked down to another man. 
.32 .61 -.15 
6. I am a member of a group that promotes women’s workplace rights. .33 .45 -.36 
59. I know about studies that show women at work are more likely to be 
interrupted while speaking than men are. 
-
.05 
.17 .61 
22. If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the key 
people at work who may be of help. 
.13 .22 .56 
40. I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a nonjudgmental way. .12 .19 .49 
46. If approached by a woman at work who was experiencing 
discrimination, I have the skills to be able to talk with her about it. 
.13 .04 .49 
Note. Bold numbers indicate which factor each item loaded onto. 1= Knowledge & Awareness, 
2=Action, and 3=Skills & Capacity. 
 
Table 2. 
 
Factor intercorrelations 
Factor Knowledge & Awareness Action Skills & Capacity 
Knowledge & Awareness 1.00 .35 .34 
Action .35 1.00 .18 
Skills & Capacity .34 .18 1.00 
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Reliability 
 The utility of a scale depends greatly upon its reliability. The reliability of a scale 
refers to the scale’s ability to produce scores that are consistent and repeatable (Schmitt, 
1996; Streiner, 2003). If a scale generates different scores through repeated 
administrations under similar circumstances, then the scale is not reliable and is not a 
psychometrically sound instrument. In general, there are two types of reliability used in 
the validation of scales: external and internal (Shadish et al., 2002). External reliability 
refers to the extent to which a scale or assessment varies over time, from one use after 
another. Test-retest and inter-rater agreement are frequently used techniques to measure 
the scale or assessment’s stability over time (McLeod, 2007).  Internal reliability is a 
determination as to whether the measure is consistent within itself or not as might be 
demonstrated with a split half reliability test or internal consistency analysis (McLeod, 
2007). 
 Test-retest is one example of external reliability to validate a scale (Shadish et al., 
2002). For test-retest reliability, a scale is administered over multiple time points (T1, 
T2), with a relatively short period of time between administrations. The longer the period 
of time between scale administrations, the greater the chance that threats to the scale’s 
reliability may arise because of the lapse in time. Internal consistency is an example of 
internal reliability and is the recommended form of reliability for scales that measure 
attitudes, opinions and beliefs such as the M.A.W.W. (Schmitt, 1996). Internal 
consistency reliability of a scale is determined by correlations between different items of 
the same scale and in essence internal consistency represents whether a random selection 
of items of the scale that propose to measure the same construct produce similar scores. 
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Internal consistency reliability is represented by Cronbach’s Alpha, a statistic calculated 
from a pairwise correlation between the scale’s items (Cronbach, 1951).  
 With regard to the seventeen item version of the M.A.W.W., the internal 
consistency reliability for the Knowledge & Awareness factor was .91 (n = 8, interitem 
correlation range of .58 - .78), for the Action factor it was .81 (n = 5, interitem correlation 
range of .37 - .78), and for the Skills & Capacity factor it was .73 (n = 4, interitem 
correlation range of .36 - .45). The overall internal consistency reliability for all 
seventeen M.A.W.W. items was .85. All of these reliability values fell into the acceptable 
to excellent range (Cohen, 1992). See Appendix C for the entire listing of descriptive 
statistics and Appendix D for interitem correlations for each factor.  
V. STUDY II. CONFIRMATON OF THE M.A.W.W.  
 Once a scale has been evaluated with an EFA, the remaining items and their link 
to the proposed factors need to be confirmed (Byrne, 2010). EFA and CFA are similar 
approaches in validating a scale, but in EFA the data are merely explored whereas in 
CFA the number of factors are specified in advance and the process confirms or rejects 
whether the data fit the proposed model (Byrne, 2010). Additionally, the validation of a 
scale requires an internal consistency overall score that is greater than .70 at a minimum 
(Cohen, 1992). For our CFA analysis of the M.A.W.W., we predicted the following: 
H1) A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will reproduce evidence for the 
existence of three factors: Knowledge & Awareness, Action, and Skills & 
Capacity. 
H2) The M.A.W.W. will yield an internal consistency reliability overall score that 
falls in the acceptable to excellent range. 
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Participants 
  The list of seventeen items generated by the EFA in Study I were next 
administered to 195 employed adult men to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA). Employment was defined as working 30 hours or more per week, and the survey 
was only administered to men 18 years of age or older. As with the exploratory factor 
analysis survey, the survey to test the CFA was again administered on Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk, and participants were paid $1.92 for their completion of the survey. 
Data from three subjects were eliminated as a result of the failure of various manipulation 
checks. For instance, when the question explicitly told participants to select the response 
“agree,” participants who failed the manipulation check instead selected another response 
option. There were three such checks. The first attention check was placed midway in the 
M.A.W.W. The second and third checks were placed in the convergent/divergent validity 
scales that accompanied the administration of the M.A.W.W. 
 Participants in the final sample (N = 194) ranged in age from 18-75, with the 
mean age range being 26-35 years of age. With regards to race, the participants reported 
being White/Caucasian (77.32%), Hispanic/Latino (8.25%), Asian (5.67%), 
Black/African American (5.15%), other race (2.06%), Indigenous American/Alaskan 
Native (1.03%), and Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian (.52%). Ninety-one and twenty-
four hundredths percent (91.24%) stated that they were Heterosexual/Straight, 4.64% as 
Homosexual/Gay, and 4.12% reported being Bisexual. On a scale of 1-8 where 1 
represented a political affiliation of “extremely liberal” and 8 represented “extremely 
conservative,” the mean was exactly in the middle (M=4.5, SD=2.45). As far as highest 
level of education, a Bachelor’s Degree was the most commonly reported (45.88%), 
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followed by Some College, No Degree (20.10%), Associate Degree (12.37%), Master’s 
Degree (11.34%), High School Diploma (8.76%), Professional Degree (1.03%), and 
Doctorate (.52%). Forty-eight and forty-five hundredths percent (48.45%) of the sample 
self-identified as managers, and 51.55% were non-managers at their current place of 
employment. About thirty-seven percent of the participants reported being at their current 
places of employment for 3-5 years (37.11%), followed by 29.90% for 5-10 years, 
14.43% for 11-12 years, 13.92% less than 2 years, and 4.64% were at their jobs for 21 
years or more. 
Procedures 
  Survey administration and data collection took place through Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk Survey System, and mirrored those described in Study 1. Following 
Hau and Marsh’s (2004) recommendation that, to conduct a sound CFA, a scale should 
be administered to a sample that meets the ratio of ten participants per item, the seventeen 
item M.A.W.W. was administered to 196 participants. Having gathered acceptable data 
from 194 participants, the M.A.W.W. exceeded minimum standards (Hau & Maxwell, 
2004; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996; Quintana & Maxwell, 1999). 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 Confirmatory factor analysis is a statistical procedure that uses a specific factor 
structure that confirms which items are associated with factors. The CFA indicates how 
well the proposed structured factor model fits the data that is collected when a scale is 
administered. The proposed structured factor model is created either derived from theory, 
an EFA, or a combination of both (Byrne, 2010). Similar to an EFA, a CFA results in 
loading factors that describe the strength or weakness of the relationship between a factor 
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and an item (Thompson, 2004). More specifically, the factor loadings represent the causal 
effect of a factor on an item. Factor loadings differ from one another mainly because the 
factor exerts varying degrees of influence on one item versus another item (Thompson, 
2004).  
 When conducting a CFA, the data must be analyzed first for distribution 
normalness. Distribution normalness is examined by evaluating each item’s skewness and 
kurtosis (Williams et al., 2010). Skewness of less than .1 and kurtosis of less than 3.0 are 
acceptable outcomes (Byrne, 2010).  If skewness or kurtosis occurs, then the researcher 
must examine the data to see if outliers exists and if their removal from the dataset would 
bring skewness and kurtosis into acceptable ranges without a significant impact on the 
goodness-of-fit indexes (Byrne, 2010). 
 Goodness-of- fit indexes are measure that describe how well or poorly the 
proposed facture structure model fits the data. The main indicators of goodness of fit are: 
a Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) <.08, Standardized Root Mean 
Residual (SRMR) <.1, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) <.90, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 
<.90, as well as a statistically significant Chi Square Test (χ2) (Hu & Benter, 1995; 
Martens, 2005; Weston & Gore, 2006). 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 
 On the basis of the EFA, the M.A.W.W. was divided into three factors (or 
subscales): Knowledge & Awareness, Action, and Skills & Capacity.  R Programming 
(Yves, 2012) was used to conduct a CFA of the seventeen EFA items with the data from 
the 192 participants. The seventeen items used in the CFA were a subgroup of the 59 
items used in Study I and no item text was changed. Additionally, several other scales 
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were administered where their results would later be used to assess the validity of the 
M.A.W.W. Upon an initial investigation, the data slightly missed acceptable statistical 
levels with suboptimal absolute fit results of RMSEA = .13 and SRMR = .1. Further 
investigation revealed that two items had poor loading factors. Item 18 “Over the years I 
have learned how to point out places for women to research about their rights at work,” 
which received a loading factor of .26, and Item 30 “At work, I wouldn’t get into as much 
trouble if I talked down to a woman than if I had talked down to another man,” which 
received a factor loading result of .02, were both omitted from the analysis. A CFA was 
conducted again with the remaining fifteen items. These remaining fifteen items met all 
recommended statistical standards of a CFA and constitute the final version of the 
M.A.W.W.  
 Firstly, the fifteen items of the final M.A.W.W. met the standards for distribution 
normality as outlined by Weston and Gore (2006) where acceptable levels of skewness 
and kurtosis are <.80 and <3.0 respectively. Table 3 shows the skewness and kurtosis for 
each of the fifteen items.  
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Table 3. 
 
Skewness and Kurtosis of Fifteen Items in the Final M.A.W.W. 
 
Item Content by Factor Skewness Kurtosis 
26. I am familiar with a number of laws that give women protection 
from unequal treatment 
-.38 2.35 
17. When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with 
necessary accommodations to perform her job. 
-.72 2.57 
19. It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as 
compared to men. 
-.47 2.06 
1. It is easier for a man to get to the top of an organization than it is 
for a woman because of sexism. 
-.33 2.21 
31. I am familiar with studies that show women are penalized for being 
assertive at work in ways that men are not. 
-.11 1.90 
2. I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do not. -.60 2.58 
7. Compared to women, I recognize that some benefits at work come 
more easily to men. 
-.50 2.42 
42. I engage in conversations with others regarding the importance of 
women’s equality at work. 
-.20 2.30 
16. I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of women at 
work. (REVERSE) 
-.07 2.19 
39. If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up against 
it. 
-.45 3.03 
6. I am a member of a group that promotes women’s workplace 
rights. 
-.27 2.33 
59. I know about studies that show women at work are more likely to 
be interrupted while speaking than men are. 
.03 2.33 
22. If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the key 
people at work who may be of help. 
-.26 2.34 
40. I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a nonjudgmental 
way. 
-.51 2.45 
46. If approached by a woman at work who was experiencing 
discrimination, I have the skills to be able to talk with her about it. 
-.11 2.18 
Note. Acceptable ranges for skewness are <.8 and for kurtosis <3.0 (Wetson & Gore, 2006).  
 To determine whether the data of the final version of the M.A.W.W. fit the 
proposed model, both absolute and incremental fit indexes were used (Hu & Benter, 
1995; Martens, 2005; Weston & Gore, 2006). The absolute model fit was evaluated with 
RMSEA, the root mean-square error approximation, and SRMR, the standardized root-
mean residual. The results showed an RMSEA of .07 which met the acceptable standard 
of <.08 and an SRMR of .06 which met the acceptable standard of <.1 (Weston & Gore, 
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2006). The incremental model fit was examined with the CFI, comparative fit index and 
the TLI, Tucker Lewis Index. The results showed a CFI of .94 which met the acceptable 
standard of >.90 and a TLI of .93 which met the acceptable standard of >.90 (Weston & 
Gore, 2006). In summary, the CFA provided a good fit to the data: χ2 = 174.27, df = 87, 
p<.001, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.06, .09], SRMR = .06, CFI = .94 and TLI  = .03. All 
items loaded significantly onto their intended factors. The loadings for Knowledge & 
Awareness ranged from .67 to 1.0. For Action the factor loadings ranged from .35 to .86, 
and for Skills & Capacity the factor loadings ranged from .74 to .90. Factor loadings and 
factor intercorrelations are presented in Tables 4 and 5, respectively, and a path diagram 
for the final version of the M.A.W.W. is presented in Figure 2. Furthermore, the results 
showed that Hypothesis (H1) was not supported. 
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Table 4 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Loadings for M.A.W.W. Items   
Item Content by Factor 
B SE Z p 
value 
Beta 
  
Knowledge and Awareness 
     
19. It is more difficult for women to advance in the 
workplace as compared to men. 
1.0 .08 13.22 0 .80 
31. I am familiar with studies that show women are 
penalized for being assertive at work in ways that men 
are not. 
.95 .08 11.69 0 .74 
7. Compared to women, I recognize that some benefits at 
work come more easily to men. 
.93 .07 13.46 0 .81 
1. It is easier for a man to get to the top of an organization 
than it is for a woman because of sexism. 
.93 .06 14.54 0 .85 
2. I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do 
not. 
.93 .06 14.51 0 .85 
17. When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide 
her with necessary accommodations to perform her job. 
.72 .07 10.10 0 .66 
26. I am familiar with a number of laws that give women 
protection from unequal treatment at work. 
.67 .08 8.84 0 .60 
  
Action 
     
16. I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of 
women at work. (REVERSE) 
.87 .08 10.92 0 .75 
42. I engage in conversations with others regarding the 
importance of women’s equality at work. 
.85 .07 11.63 0 .79 
6. I am a member of a group that promotes women’s 
workplace rights. 
.56 .09 6.57 0 .49 
39. If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak 
up against it. 
.45 .07 4.93 0 .38 
  
Skills & Capacity 
     
40. I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a 
nonjudgmental way. 
.90 .08 11.29 0 .76 
46. If approached by a woman at work who was 
experiencing discrimination, I have the skills to be able 
to talk with her about it. 
.85 .08 10.90 0 .73 
22. If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem 
to the key people at work who may be of help. 
.84 .08 10.88 0 .74 
59. I know about studies that show women at work are more 
likely to be interrupted while speaking than men are. 
.74 .08 9.43 0 .66 
Note. B = factor loading, SE = standard error, Z = z value, and Beta = standardized regression coefficients. 
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Table 5. 
Factor Intercorrelations. 
Factors Knowledge & Awareness Action Skills & Capacity 
Knowledge & Awareness 1.00 .73 .66 
Action .73 1.00 .56 
Skills & Capacity .66 .56 1.00 
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.93 
Figure 2. 
Path Diagram for the fifteen item, final version of the M.A.W.W, showing 1.) correlations 
between factors and 2.) the factor loadings of factor on items. 
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Reliablity 
 With regards to the 15-item M.A.W.W., the internal consistency reliability for the 
factor Knowledge & Awareness was .91 (n = 7, interitem correlation range of .63 - .78), 
for the factor Action it was .74 (n = 4, interitem correlation range of .28 - .80), and for the 
factor Skills & Capacity it was .73 (n = 4, interitem correlation range of .40 - .45). The 
15-items in the M.A.W.W. had an overall internal consistency reliability of .87. These 
reliability values for the three factors and for the overall M.A.W.W. fell into the 
acceptable to excellent range, supporting Hypothesis (H2). See Appendix E for the entire 
listing of descriptive statistics and Appendix F for the interitem correlations for each 
factor. 
VI. STUDY III. ASSESSMENT OF THE VALIDITY OF THE M.A.W.W. 
 Validity refers to a scale’s ability to measure what it claims it measures. In a 
broad sense, there are three types of validity: construct, content, and criterion (Rominger 
& Sandoval, 1998). Construct validity is the extent to which a scale measures the 
theoretical concepts that it purports to measure (Ployhart & Holtz, 2008). Because the 
M.A.W.W. purports to measure men’s allyhood toward women at work, construct 
validity consists of evidence that the M.A.W.W. does in fact measure men’s allyhood. 
Content validity is established when a scale’s items cover all the aspects of the construct 
being measured, and criterion validity involves the degree to which a scale can predict 
specific outcome variables (Ployhart & Holtz, 2008). To validate a scale, construct 
validity is what is generally required (Furr & Bacharach, 2008; Struwig, Struwig, & 
Stead, 2001). 
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Construct Validity 
 Construct validity is generally shown through evidence of two subtypes: 
convergent and divergent validity (Domino & Domino, 2006; John & Benet-Martinez, 
2000; Struwig et al., 2001). Convergent validity is demonstrated when the constructs of 
two different scales that are theoretically thought to be similar are, in fact, observed to be 
similar. Divergent validity is demonstrated when the constructs of two different scales 
that are theoretically believed to be dissimilar are dissimilar in actuality (Domino & 
Domino, 2006). The strength of the similarity or dissimilarity is represented by a 
correlation coefficient (r) where .10 represents a small effect size, .30 represents a 
moderate effect size, and .50 represents a large effect size (Cohen, 1992). Evidence of 
convergent validity between two different scales will yield a positive correlation 
coefficient, and evidence of divergent validity will yield a negative correlation coefficient 
(Jones et al., 2014). Furthermore, when two different scales are theorized to be unrelated, 
evidence of validity is shown if there is no correlation between the two scales (Jones et 
al., 2014). 
 An example of convergent validity would be the correlational comparison 
between the Neosexism Scale (Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Jolly, 1995) and the Attitudes 
toward Homosexuals Scale (Bem, 1993) as discussed in Bem (1993). Theorizing that 
negative attitudes toward homosexuals are often determined by rigid views of gender 
roles, The Attitudes toward Homosexuals Scale was predicted to hold a positive 
correlation with the Neosexism Scale, a scale which itself measures a person’s negative 
and prejudicial views toward women. Statistical analysis showed the Neosexism Scale 
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has a moderate to strong positive correlation with the Attitudes toward Homosexuals 
Scale, thus establishing convergent validity (Bem, 1993).  
 There are several instruments commonly used in research that assess affirming 
attitudes toward women. The Attitudes toward Women Scale (AWS) (Spence, 
Helmreich, & Stopp, 1973) is a commonly used instrument that assesses the participant’s 
views regarding women’s rights and privileges in society. The Humanitarian Egalitarian 
Scale (Katz & Haas, 1988) is another scale that assessing affirming attitudes toward 
women. Although similar to the AWS, the Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale focuses 
primarily on women’s roles in society. 
 Additionally, there are several instruments commonly used in research that assess 
negative and prejudicial attitudes toward women. Three such scales are the Neosexism 
Scale (Tougas et al., 1995), the Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDO) (Pratto, 
Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994), and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) (Glick 
& Fiske, 1996), The Neosexism Scale assesses the participant’s views against the 
backdrop of public policies (Tougas et al., 1995), and the ASI assesses the participant’s 
attitudes toward women with items that reflect hostile and benevolent sexism (Glick & 
Fiske, 1996). The SDO is slightly different than these two scales in that it does not 
measure attitudes toward women directly, but instead measures the participant’s opinions 
and attitudes with regard to intergroup relations and the support for the existence of a 
hierarchal group structure (Pratto et al, 1994). 
 Personality scales are also used to demonstrate validity in scales related to gender, 
but their purpose is primarily to show that there is no correlation between the personality 
extroversion and gender beliefs, as theory suggests that there is no relationship between 
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the two. (Jones, 2014.) The NEO Personality Inventory 3 (NEO PI-3) (Costa & McCrae, 
1992) is a personality scale that is commonly used in scale research that includes an 
extraversion factor (Jones, 2014). 
Hypothesis 
H1) The  M.A.W.W. will correlate positively with scales assessing affirming 
attitudes toward women in general, including the AWS (Spence, Helmreich, & 
Stopp, 1973) and the Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale (Katz & Haas, 1988), (H1a), 
correlate negatively with scales assessing negative and prejudicial attitudes 
against women, including the Neosexism scale (Tougas et al., 1995), the SDO 
(Pratto et al., 1994), and the ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996), (H1b), and have no 
correlation with the personality trait extroversion, as measured by the NEO PI-3 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992) (H1c). 
Method 
 When the M.A.W.W. was administered in the 37 item version in Study I and the 
seventeen item version in Study II, other scales were administered in succession on both 
occasions. The 17 items administered in Study II were a subgroup of the 24 items 
administered in Study I, and no item text was changed when the M.A.W.W. was 
shortened. As a result, responses to the 15 items of the final M.A.W.W. were extracted 
from Study I, which was used for the EFA and then used to assess the validity of 
M.A.W.W. by exploring potential correlations with other scales simultaneously 
administered. Similarly, the responses to the 15 items of the final M.A.W.W. were 
extracted from the CFA and used to assess the validity of the M.A.W.W. by exploring 
potential correlations with the scales that were administered in that setting. The scales 
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other than the M.A.W.W. that were administered in Studies I and II were varied in that 
some scales were theorized to positively correlate with the M.A.W.W., some were 
hypothesized to negatively correlate with the M.A.W.W., and a personality assessment 
was administered under the hypothesis following prior studies that there would be no 
correlation with the M.A.W.W. (e.g., Jones et al., 2014).  
Instruments 
Men’s Allyhood toward Women in the Workplace. As shown in Study II, the 
final version of the M.A.W.W. consists of fifteen items, originating with 84 items pared 
down to 59 through the SME review, then pared down to seventeen through the EFA, and 
finally to fifteen items after the CFA suggested the additional elimination of two more 
items. The final version of the M.A.W.W. has three subscales: Knowledge & Awareness, 
Action, and Skills & Capacity. The internal consistency reliability for the full scale has a 
rating of good, nearly excellent (α=.87) with reliability of the subscales Knowledge & 
Awareness (α=.91), Action (α=.74), and Skills & Capacity (α=.73) falling in the range of 
acceptable to excellent.  
Attitudes toward Women Scale. The Attitudes towards Women Scale (AWS; 
Spence, Helmreich, & Stopp, 1973) is a 25-item instrument that is the most commonly 
used instrument for gender equality studies in the United States (Bailey & Less, 1992). It 
is designed to assess attitudes towards “the rights, roles, and privileges women ought to 
have” (Spence et al, 1973, p. 39). Each item has four response options, where the lower 
value of disagree strongly represents more traditional attitudes and the higher value of 
agree strongly represents more liberal, pro-feminist views. The internal consistency 
reliability for the AWS is fairly similar for women and men participants, and has an 
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overall reliability of α =.83 (King, Phillips, Walker, & O’Toole, 2014). Sample items 
include “It is insulting to women to have the “obey” clause remain in the marriage 
service”, and “Women should assume their rightful place in business and all the 
professions along with men.” 
Neosexism Scale. The Neosexism Scale (Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Jolly, 1995) 
was designed to predict support for the feminist movement and attitudes toward women 
in general by primarily focusing on public policies. These public policies rest on the 
notion that opposition to progressive social policies provides the neosexist with a socially 
acceptable means of opposing women’s aspirations (Tougas et al., 1995). High scores 
predict individuals who are less likely to support gender equality and affirmative action 
as a remedy.  The Neosexism Scale contains eleven items with a seven point response 
range from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and the scale has a good internal 
consistency reliability (α=.76, Tougas et al., 1995). 
 Sample items include “Discrimination against women in the labor force is no 
longer a problem” and “Over the past few years, women have gotten more from 
government than they deserve.” 
Social Dominance Scale. The SDO scale (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 
1994) was developed to examine respondent’s preference for intergroup relations that are 
structured according to dominant versus inferior characterizations (Pratto et al., 1994). 
The SDO presents seven items that are tolerant of inequality and seven items that are pro-
equality for a total of fourteen items. Respondents rate each item on a seven point scale 
regarding an attitudinal orientation from very negative to very positive. The seven pro-
equality items are scored in reverse. The SDO has been shown to have good internal 
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consistency reliability (α = .85) and has demonstrated moderate convergent validity with 
a positive correlation with antigay and lesbian attitudes (Pratto et al, 1994; Whiley & 
Aegisdottir, 2000). Sample items include “Some groups of people are simply not the 
equals of others” and “If people were treated more equally we would have fewer 
problems in this country.” 
Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale. The Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale (Katz & 
Haas, 1988) measures adherence to democratic ideals such as equality, social justice, and 
concern for others’ well-being (Katz & Haas, 1988). The scale consists of twenty-one 
items, assessed on five point scales ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and 
has shown strong internal consistency reliability (α = .87) (Katz & Haas, 1988; 
McConahay, 1986; Sears, 1988).  
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. The ASI (Glick & Fiske, 1996) is a twenty-two 
item scale where eleven items assess a hostile view of gender relations and eleven items 
measure the participant’s level of benevolent sexism. Hostile sexism refers to the idea 
that women are seen as seeking to control men. Benevolent sexism entails the 
perpetrator’s characterization of women as persons in need of protection, support and 
adoration, but at the same time implying that women are weak and best suited for 
traditional gender roles such as child rearing (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Benevolent sexism, 
in other words, restricts women by placing them on a pedestal (Glick & Fiske, 1996). 
Participants respond to items in this measure using a six point scale that ranges from 
disagree strongly to agree strongly. The Ambivalence towards Men Inventory has 
demonstrated a strong internal consistency reliability (α = .87) (Glick & Fiske, 1996). 
Sample items include “Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually puts him 
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on a tight leash” and “Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of 
culture and good taste.” Divergent validity evidence has been shown for the ASI through 
a negative correlation between both the eleven hostile sexism items and the eleven 
benevolent sexism items of the ASI and their correlation with the AWS (r = -.63 and r = 
.40, respectively) (Glick & Fiske, 1996).  
NEO Personality Inventory 3. The NEO PI 3 (Costa & McCrae, 1992) measures 
the five major domains of personality (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness) and the 30 facets that make up the domains. 
Internal consistency reliability for the NEO-PI-3 has been shown to range from .89 to .93 
for the five domains and from .54 to .83 for the 30 facets (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
Evidence of convergent validity has been demonstrated through a positive correlation to 
other instruments assessing normal personality traits. Of the 50 item inventory, sample 
items include “I pay attention to details” (Conscientiousness), “I have excellent ideas” 
(Openness), “I am easily disturbed (Neuroticism), “I have a soft heart” (Agreeableness), 
and “I talk to a lot of different people at parties” (Extraversion). 
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Demographics 
 Combining data from Studies I and II resulted in a dataset of 462 participants who 
ranged in age from 185-75, with the mean age range of 26-35 years of age. With regards 
to race, the participants reported being White/Caucasian (77.59%), Hispanic/Latino 
(7.95%), Asian (5.54%), Black/African American (5.03%), and other race (3.61%). 
Ninety-three and seven tenths percent stated that they Heterosexual/Straight, 4.11% as 
Homosexual/Gay, and 2.81% reported being Bisexual. On a scale of 1-8 where 1 
represented a political affiliation of extremely liberal and 8 represented extremely 
conservative, the mean was near the middle (M = 4.42, SD = 2.41). As far as highest level 
of education, a Bachelor’s Degree was the most commonly reported (44.32%), followed 
by Some College, No Degree (19.57%), Associate Degree (13.67%), Master’s Degree 
(12.37%), High School Diploma (9.61%), and Doctorate (.46%). Participants currently in 
management roles represented 47.41% of the sample, and 52.59% were not in 
management roles. Of the participants who reported being currently in management 
positions, 35.79% of the participants were managers at their current places of 
employment for 3-5 years, followed by 32.51% for 5 – 10 years, 12.49% for 11- 12 years, 
12.65% less than 2 years, and 6.56% at their jobs for 21 years or more. The participants 
worked for a variety of organizational sizes that ranged from self-employed to over 1000 
employees with the average organizational size in the range of 100-249. For those 
participants that reported being currently in management roles, the average percentage of 
women they currently managed was 31.84%. 
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Results 
 Bivariate correlations were calculated to reflect the relationship between the 
M.A.W.W. and the other instruments included in Studies I and II. Significant positive 
correlations are evidence of convergent validity, and significant negative correlations are 
evidence of divergent validity for the overall validity of the M.A.W.W.  The M.A.W.W. 
had a positive correlation with the AWS, r = .67, p < .01 and the Humanitarian 
Egalitarian Scale, r = .46, p <.01 and a negative correlation with the Neosexism Scale, r = 
-.69, p <.01, the SDO, r = -.86, p<.01 and the ASI, r = .-33, p<.01. There were no 
significant correlations found between the M.A.W.W. and the extroversion factor of the 
NEO PI 3, further evidence of construct validity. Hypothesis 4 and its subparts a, b, and c 
are all supported. All correlation results among the measures in relation to the M.A.W.W. 
are shown in Table 6. 
  
 57  
 
 
 
Table 6. 
 
Internal Consistency Reliability, Convergent, and Divergent Validity for Study 3. 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. M.A.W.W. -          
2. M.A.W.W. Knowledge & Awareness .91* -         
3. M.A.W.W. Action .89* .68* -        
4. M.A.W.W. Skills & Capacity .75* .39* .51* -       
5. AWS .67* .60* .72* .57* -      
6. Neosexism -.69* -.64* -.28* -.68* -.31* -     
7. SDO -.86* -.65* -.71* -.91* -.51* .42* -    
8. Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale .46* .33* .25* .54* .45* -.14* -.27* -   
9. ASI -.33* -.25* -.45* -.35* -.54* .25* .31* -.48* -  
10. NEO PI 3 Extroversion .24 .12 .41 .16 .25 .28 .20 .30 .34 - 
 α .87 .91 .74 .73 .83 .76 .85 .87 .87 .89 
 M 3.32 3.03 3.56 3.59 2.47 4.78 4.95 3.98 3.68 4.25 
 SD .75 .50 .68 .74 .57 .64 .95 .31 .54 .64 
Range  1-5 1-5 1-5 1-5 1-4 1-7 1-7 1-5 1-6 1-5 
Note. * p < .001. 
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 In addition to the demographic questions, the participants were also presented 
with a single, subjective item asking them whether they saw themselves as an ally to 
women at work. This item was “I am an ally to women in the workplace,” and 
participants were asked to rate their agreement with this statement of a scale from 1 to 5, 
where 1 represented strongly disagree and 5 represented strongly agree. Participants self-
reported an ally mean score of 3.98 (SD = .87), which was above the scale midpoint of 3 
"Neither Disagree Nor Agree" and compared to their M.A.W.W. score (M = 3.32, SD = 
.75), it was statistically significantly different,  t(386) = -.7.96, p <.000. The ally self-
report variable, as well as age, tenure, political affiliation, and educational level were 
analyzed in relation to each other and in relation to the M.A.W.W. scores through a 
correlation analysis. The results of the correlation study are provided in Table 7. 
Table 7 
 
Correlations of Key Demographics with the M.A.W.W. 
  M.A.W.W. Age  Tenure Pol. Aff. 
Ally 
Self 
Report 
Educ. 
Lvl 
M.A.W.W. ---      
Age -.16* ---     
Tenure -.15* .41*** ---    
Pol. Aff. -.87*** .20** .18** ---   
Ally Self Report  -.04 -.01 -.13* -.02 ---  
Educ. Lvl -0.0 .100491 .04 -.03 .13* --- 
Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 
Age and tenure demonstrated a significant relationship with the M.A.W.W. As 
participants’ age and tenure increased, participants’ scores on the 15-item M.A.W.W. 
decreased. The relationship between political affiliation and the M.A.W.W. was 
demonstrated to be particularly strong (r = .87, r2 = .76), indicating that men with liberal 
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political perspectives are more likely to be allies of women at work whereas men with 
conservative political perspectives are not.  
 Tenure, Age, and Political Affiliation. A multiple regression analysis was 
conducted using tenure, age, and political affiliation as simultaneous predictors of men’s 
allyhood toward women in the workplace as reflected by the M.A.W.W.. The results are 
presented in Table 8. 
Table 8. 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Three Predictors of Allyhood 
 B SE B β t p value 
Age -.003 0.028 -0.003 -0.088 0.929 
Tenure .011 0.028 0.016 0.406 0.685 
Pol. Aff. -.316 0.013 -0.874* -23.97 .0000 
Note. * p < .0000. Pol. Aff. r2 = .76. 
 
 The results show that political affiliation was the only statistically significant 
variable of the three, indicating that men’s allyhood towards women at work can be 
predicted by their political affiliation. With a y intercept of 4.65, the regression equation 
for the predictive relationship between political affiliation and the M.A.W.W. is y^ = 
4.65 + (-.316 x), demonstrating that for every one unit increase in political affiliation 
there is likely to be a .316 decrease in men’s allyhood toward women at work.  Figure 3 
shows a graph of the relationship where political affiliation predicts allyhood.  
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Figure 3. 
 
Regression relationship between political affiliation and the M.A.W.W. 
 
 Political Affiliation and the M.A.W.W. Factors. To examine in additional detail 
the relationship between political affiliation and the M.A.W.W., linear regression 
analyses were conducted between political affiliation and each of the three factors of the 
M.A.W.W. A linear regression analysis between political affiliation and Knowledge & 
Awareness yielded B = -1.82, SE B = .10, β = -.806, t(191) = -18.97, and p < .000. A 
linear regression analysis between political affiliation and Action yielded B = -.18, SE B 
= .02, β = -.569, t(191) = -9.60, and p < .000. A linear regression analysis between 
political affiliation and Skills & Capacity yielded B = -.32, SE B = .02, β = -.718, t (191) 
= -14.28, and p < .000. Looking at the coefficients (B) of each of the three factors, 
political affiliation holds a greater predictive impact of the Knowledge & Awareness 
factor (B = -1.82) of the M.A.W.W. as compared to the Action (B = -.18) and Skills & 
Capacity (B = -.32) factors. 
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 Male Managers and Percentage of Women Managed. When only examining 
participants who were currently in managerial roles, a statistically significant correlation 
was demonstrated between the M.A.W.W. and the percentage of women managed, r(92) 
= .25, p < .01. To investigate whether allyhood could be predicted by percentage of 
women managed, a simple linear regression analysis with the two variables was 
conducted and a statistically significant relationship was found (β = .014, t (91) = 2.51, p 
= .01) with R2 = .063, F(1, 93) = 6.30, p = .03, meaning that the variable percentage of 
women managed explained 6.30% of the variance in the participants’ responses to the 
M.A.W.W. With a y intercept of 3.16 a regression equation that represents allyhood 
being predicted by percentage of women managed is y^ = 3.16 + .014x, indicating that 
for every 1 unit increase in the percentage of women managed, there is a corresponding 
.014 increase in allyhood. By way of example, if Male Manager A manages a team that 
has no women members, it is predicted that Male Manager A would receive a M.A.W.W. 
score of 3.16. By way of comparison, if Male Manager B who manages a workforce 
composed of 40% women, it is predicted that Male Manager B would receive a 
M.A.W.W. score of 3.72, nearly half of a point increase on the M.A.W.W. scale. 
Pattern Invariance 
 Pattern invariance refers to a statistical analysis that indicates whether or not that 
the same construct of a scale is being measured across different groups (Byrne, 
Shavelson, & Muthen, 1989; Meredith, 1993; Schoot, Lugtig, & Hox, 2012). Pattern 
invariance analysis follows the same steps for the CFA, but does so by comparing the fit 
indices of multiple subgroups and yielding a Chi Square value that indicates whether the 
fit indices differences among the different groups is statistically significant or not (Byrne 
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et al., 1989). In the case of a pattern invariance analysis, a statistically non-significant 
result is evidence of the scale’s stability (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). To examine the 
pattern invariance of the M.A.W.W. by participant age, an analysis was conducted using 
age as a group differentiator. There were six age groups: 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-
64, and 65-75. The analysis yielded a χ2(1, N = 460) = 12.75, p = .31, indicating that the 
M.A.W.W. is stable across age groups. Similarly, a pattern invariance analysis was 
conducted using education as a group differentiator. There were six education groups: 
High school degree, Some college, Associate degree, Bachelor’s degree, Master’s degree, 
and Doctorate. The analysis yielded a χ2(1, N = 460) = 8.43, p = .87, indicating that the 
M.A.W.W. is defensible across educational groups too. 
VII. DISCUSSION 
 Four general dimensions of allyhood have emerged from prior research: 
Awareness, Knowledge, Skills, and Action (Bishop, 2002; Broido, 2000; Washington & 
Evans, 1993). Yet despite the emergence of these dimensions, no quantitative research 
has sought to measure and understand the role of men as allies to women in the 
workplace. The present study sought to fill that gap and provide researchers and 
practitioners with a tool to identify men’s allyhood toward women in the workplace, as 
well as to what degree of support men provide in a variety of domains. 
 For the present study it was hypothesized that there would be six distinct but 
related dimensions of men's allyhood towards women at work: Distal Awareness, 
Proximal Awareness, Knowledge, Social Support, Instrumental Support, and Action. 
Distal and Proximal Awareness were hypothesized to represent two subfacets of the 
dimension Awareness uncovered in prior research. Distal Awareness represented the 
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notion in the development of allyhood that men recognize on a broad and abstract level 
that a patriarchy exists and that men in general are the beneficiaries of this societal 
system. Proximal Awareness represented the idea that on a more specific and concrete 
level, a man recognizes that he personally is a beneficiary, to varying degrees, of the 
patriarchy. The hypothesis that the original dimension Awareness may be better studied 
as two subfacets took shape because it seemed possible that a man could on one hand 
recognize that a patriarchy exists and that men in general are the beneficiaries, but on the 
other hand, he may not recognize that he himself benefits from the patriarchy to some 
degree. Likewise, the dimension Skills as presented in prior research was bifurcated in 
the present study to represent Social Support and Instrumental Support. Social Support 
referred to the empathetic and listening skills of men in relation to women at work facing 
circumstances of gender inequality. Instrumental Support referred men’s capability to 
serve as a resource to women at work who ask for assistance when experiencing gender 
inequality. Thinking that it was conceivable that a man may be an effective listener but 
lack the resourcefulness to guide or assist women or vice versa, the idea that the 
dimension Skills would be better studied as two separate constructs took shape. This 
hypothesis that there would be six dimensions of allyhood regarding men’s support and 
advocacy for women’s equality at work was not supported by the results of an EFA. 
 The EFA conducted with 268 participants on 59 items in fact demonstrated that 
only three dimensions of allyhood exist which were then subsequently labeled: 
Knowledge & Awareness, Action, and Skills & Capacity. A CFA conducted with 194 
participants, using seventeen items supported this three factor solution for the M.A.W.W. 
and further analysis demonstrated a strong internal consistency reliability for the final 
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fifteen item version of the M.A.W.W. Items originally thought to assess the hypothesized 
dimension of Knowledge and the hypothesized dimensions of Distal and Proximal 
Awareness loaded onto one factor. Items such as “I am familiar with a number of laws 
that give women protection from unequal treatment at work and “It is easier for a man to 
get to the top of an organization than it is for a woman because of sexism” correlated 
with the same factor, indicating participants’ responses to these items was due to a 
common latent construct. That common latent construct was titled, Knowledge & 
Awareness.  
 A second factor, Action, was uncovered by the EFA and confirmed by the CFA. 
Examining the items that make up the factor Action highlights the idea that the behaviors 
that men take in their support of women at work may vary in their degree of allyhood 
activity. For instance, both items “I am a member of a group that promotes women’s 
workplace rights” and “If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up 
against it” were grouped together by the EFA and CFA under the Action factor, but the 
former item does not necessarily suggest an overt or public act to the same degree as the 
later item might. That an ally’s actions in support of women’s gender equality at work 
varies in degrees is also reflected in the M.A.W.W. as a whole, as the M.A.W.W. is a 
measure based upon continuous variables that in the aggregate indicate a man’s degree of 
allyhood, not a dichotomous outcome as to whether he is an ally or not.  
The stage model of allyhood (e.g., Bishop, 2002; Broido, 2000) purports that 
persons pass through different stages of allyhood and become allies once they take action. 
In fact, some researchers suggest that the person must take multiple actions in support of 
women’s equality for a person to be deemed an ally, the more overt the better (Broido, 
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2000; Reason et al., 2005). Although the development and validation of the M.A.W.W. 
does not necessarily disagree with this process of allyhood development, what the 
development and validation of the M.A.W.W. demonstrates is that allyhood can also be 
viewed as a measure of the degree of allyhood, with the implication that stronger allies 
will be more supportive of gender equality at work. This viewpoint allows for a greater 
acceptance and inclusion of allies, recognizing that allies occupy various roles to various 
degrees. 
 Skills & Capacity was the third factor demonstrated by the EFA and confirmed by 
the CFA. Items such as “If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the 
key people at work who may be of help” and “If approached by a woman at work who 
was experiencing discrimination, I have the skills to be able to talk with her about it” 
relate to a man’s skillset and ability to assist women should a request arise. Originally, 
the former item was hypothesized to fall under the proposed dimension of Instrumental 
Support and the latter under Social Support, but the EFA and CFA grouped these items 
together suggesting that a single unified dimension of Skills & Capacity was warranted. 
In the end, the final version of the M.A.W.W. was composed of fifteen items grouped 
under three factors. 
 Having a three factor outcome is not uncommon in research. Jones et al., (2014) 
developed and validated a scale to identify heterosexuals who were allies to members of 
the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) community and hypothesized that 
there would be four factors: Awareness, Knowledge, Skills, and Action. After an EFA 
and CFA, three factors emerged which were named Knowledge & Skills, Openness and 
Support, and Oppression Awareness. Items that were hypothesized to link to the proposed 
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dimension Skills correlated with Knowledge items and Action items leading to the factor 
labels, Knowledge & Skills and Openness & Support.   
 Evidence of the M.A.W.W.’s validity was demonstrated by way of a convergent 
and divergent validity study. In both Studies I and II, the M.A.W.W. was administered 
alongside several other scales that were hypothesized to positively correlate or negatively 
correlate with the M.A.W.W.. Scales affirming support for gender equality such as the 
AWS and Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale yielded a positive correlation with the 
M.A.W.W., and scales that measure negative or prejudicial views toward women such as 
the SDO, Neosexism Scale, and the ASI yielded a negative correlation with the 
M.A.W.W. This positive and negative correlation analysis serves as support for the 
validity of the M.A.W.W. in that the M.A.W.W. is an effective tool in predicting a man’s 
allyhood toward women at work. Furthermore, additional evidence of validity was 
demonstrated when the M.A.W.W. showed no correlation with the extroversion factor of 
the  NEO PI 3, a personality factor that in past research has been shown to have no 
relationship with social justice scales or allyhood development scales (e.g. Jones et al., 
2014). Additionally, with the M.A.W.W. having a moderately strong correlation with the 
AWS and a weak to moderate relationship with the Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale, both 
of which are not work-specific scales, the lack of complete correlational overlap between 
the M.A.W.W. and these other scales is evidence of the M.A.W.W.’s differential 
contribution to research as a tool that predicts allyhood. If the M.A.W.W. and the AWS 
and the Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale were to have correlations >.90 (Evans, 1996), 
then the M.A.W.W. would be redundant for all practical purposes (Cohen, 1992; Evans, 
1996; Valente, Coronges, Laker, & Costenbader, 2008). However, the correlations 
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between the M.A.W.W. and the AWS and the Humanitarian Egalitarian Scale are less 
than .90, reinforcing the notion that the M.A.W.W. has its proper place in social justice 
research.  
 In addition to the correlational relationships with other instruments, the 
M.A.W.W. also demonstrated a relationship to other variables such as political affiliation 
and percentage of women managed. Two separate linear regression analyses showed that 
both political liberalism and a man’s experience in managing women at work predict the 
likelihood of men’s allyhood toward women in the workplace. Although the link between 
political affiliation and men’s view of gender equality is a robust and common finding in 
the social justice literature (e.g., Ciabattari, 2001; Davies, 2004; Denton, 2004; Wade, 
2001), and further evidence of the M.A.W.W.’s validity, the link between political 
affiliation and the M.A.W.W.’s factors offers additional insight. Results of the present 
study demonstrated that  men’s political affiliation predicts the factor Knowledge & 
Awareness more so than it predicts Action and Skills & Capacity, and this finding is an 
indication that political liberal men may be stronger allies to women at work as compared 
to politically conservative men because they are more attune to the history, laws, and 
norms of gender equality in the context of a patriarchal system, more so than any other 
dimension.  
 The importance of the link between male managers and the percentage of women 
they manage as it relates to allyhood can be found in its predictive value. The present 
study has shown that the greater a percentage of women that a man supervises at work, 
the more likely he will be an ally toward women in the workplace. This predictive link 
holds practical value for organizations in that hiring committees comparing male 
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candidates for managerial roles can foresee a candidate’s allyhood based upon the 
percentage of women he has managed in prior employment roles. Although it is 
reasonable to surmise that gender equality-minded male managers may opt into roles that 
involve the management of women, and therefore, his experience supervising women is 
not the reason for his allyhood development, the fact still remains that the percentage of 
women managed predicts the degree of men’s allyhood toward women at work. This link 
between managers and allyhood has been supported by prior research that has 
demonstrated that avoiding sexism and supporting working mothers has translated into 
success for gender diverse organizations (Brough & O’Driscoll, 2010; Eby, Casper, 
Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). 
 The results from the present study also demonstrated a statistically significant 
difference between to what degree participants self-identified as an ally to women at 
work and the actual degree of their allyhood as captured by M.A.W.W. scores. 
Participants tended to rate themselves more of ally than the M.A.W.W. identified. 
Although the notion that allies tend to overestimate their allyhood towards outgroup 
members is a prevalent theory in research  (Cheng, 2018; Ji, 2007), this finding fills a gap 
in the literature by providing empirical evidence of this difference and to what degree that 
difference is. In short, men inflate their understanding of their allyhood toward women at 
work by 17%. This particular finding empirically supports the theory that allies in general 
overestimate their allyhood. 
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VIII. LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH  
Limitations 
 There are areas in the present study and more specifically, in the development and 
the validation of the M.A.W.W., that should be understood in light of its limitations and 
directions for future research. The M.A.W.W. in both Studies I and II used Amazon’s 
MTurk system, and as such, the participant field was limited to only those individuals 
that have access to computers and the internet, and those participants who are computer 
literate. Future research would aid in the ongoing gathering of validity evidence of the 
M.A.W.W. by incorporating a broader demographic to ensure that the M.A.W.W. is 
generalizable to a broader spectrum of men regardless of their socio-economic status. 
Additionally, the present study administered the M.A.W.W. to men across a variety of 
organizations, whereas future research that limits the administration of the M.A.W.W. to 
a single organization could produce findings that speak toward organizational culture and 
climate.  
 Another limitation to this study is the absence of examining the M.A.W.W. itself 
as a predictor of actual ally behaviors. Inferences can be made that certain variables such 
as the three factors that make up the M.A.W.W., political affiliation, and the percentage 
of women managed  predict allyhood, but the question of what allyhood toward women 
at work itself predicts in terms of social interactions with outgroup members and acts of 
advocacy on behalf of outgroup members remains unanswered for now. 
 The present study also is limited with regard to how it explored a participant’s 
knowledge of the history, laws, and norms about gender equality. The M.A.W.W. 
presented items as to whether participants were familiar with laws and studies regarding 
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gender equality in a general sense, but there was no link to the participants’ specific place 
of work or a specific organizational policy. Furthermore, there was no actual assessment 
of the participants’ actual knowledge, just their self-reporting as to whether they believed 
they were knowledgeable about gender equality at work topics. 
 Lastly, the present study lacks the inclusion of a social desirability scale whose 
results would have given a more meaningful interpretation to the present study’s results. 
Social desirability scales are designed to detect whether respondents inflate their 
responses so as to appear to be socially acceptable or to gain social approval (Crowne & 
Marlow, 1960). The M.A.W.W. did present participants with items regarding the gender 
equality, a construct where it is conceivable that some men may not support, yet would 
be reluctant to be overtly against. With the inclusion of a social desirability scale, a 
correlation analysis with allyhood could have been conducted to see whether or not the 
participants in the present study were motivated to distort their responses.  
Directions for Future Research 
 Further research is recommended to continue to explore the effects of knowledge 
of gender equality history, laws, and norms at work and an awareness of the patriarchal 
system and how these aspects of allyhood development may be more impactful. 
Programs, curriculum, and interventions in the workplace may be well served by 
understanding that although multiple dimensions affect allyhood, some dimensions 
produce a greater effect than others. Along these lines, future research is needed that 
explores the M.A.W.W. ability as a tool to measure the effectiveness of workplace 
interventions that are designed to develop workplace allies. Now that a tool exists to 
measure men’s allyhood toward women at work, the M.A.W.W. can be administered to 
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measure before and after effects of gender equality workplace interventions. Human 
Resource initiatives that seek to promote workplace gender equality will now able to see 
if their programs, workshops, and curriculums are making a difference. 
 Future research is called for that validates or that may modify the M.A.W.W. to 
measure women’s allyhood to other women at work. Research along these lines may 
explore women’s allyhood toward women in general, women manager as allies to women 
direct reports, or women as allies to women managers. Further still, future research that 
studies the intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989) of men’s multiple social identities may 
shed additional light on men’s understanding of the all three factors that make up the 
M.A.W.W.. Many men themselves possess a stigmatized identity (e.g. nonwhite race, 
homosexual, not fully able bodied), and therefore, experience oppression along with their 
male privilege, and these identities differ in saliency in different contexts (Liu, 2017). 
Factors at work that increase or decrease the saliency of these different identities may 
hold clues to understanding in what ways and to what degree men with stigmatized 
identities support women at work. Future research may also explain the relationship 
between men with stigmatized identities and white women and/or heterosexual women 
who experience privilege to some degree.   
 The present study explored the allyhood of male managers of women, but future 
research that studies the allyhood of men in relation to their female peers, not solely their 
direct reports, could produce different findings because the context has changed. Men’s 
allyhood toward women at work could change when studied in association to female 
peers because limited resources, finite opportunities for advancement, and other elements 
that spur competition may be introduced. In other words, does the allyhood of men 
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toward women at work hold steady or vary when his personal interests are at stake? 
Studying this phenomenon in the context of team oriented versus outcome oriented 
organizations would further uncover the degree of influence personal interest has on 
men’s allyhood toward women at work. 
 Further research is also needed to more fully understand why men inflate their 
self-awareness of allyhood towards women at work. Research directed towards 
investigating the reasons why men believe they are allies may shed light on why they 
tend to rate their allyhood to a far greater degree than it actual is.  
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
Item Pool for a Measure to Identify Men who are Allies of Women in the Workplace  
Thank you for agreeing to review a preliminary list of items for a proposed measure to 
identify men who are allies of women in the workforce! The final version of this 
measurement will be validated on and administered to adult men who are employed. 
Based on theories and measures of allyhood, such as LGBT allyhood (e.g., Jones, et al., 
2014: Washington & Evans, 1991), and research on sexism in the workplace (e.g., 
Leskinen, Cortina & Kabat, 2011) we have developed six dimensions of allyhood 
development that assess various aspects of being a strong ally to women at work: (1) 
Distal Awareness, (2) Proximal Awareness, (3) Knowledge, (4) Social Support Skills, (5) 
Instrumental Support Skills, and (6) Action.  
Presently, we are conceiving of these dimensions of allyhood as developing in parallel 
(though not perfectly independently). These six factors are NOT sequential stages of 
allyhood in a stage model; it is possible for an individual to have many combinations of 
high and low scores on these factors. Each factor may also have independent predictive 
value/validity, though higher scores on every factor are intended to indicate higher levels 
of the latent construct of “allyhood.” 
Overall, the purpose of the intended measure is to address the need for a tool to advance 
theory and practice on the nature, development, and utility of men allies of women at 
work. With regard to academic research, such a tool would allow for the study of the 
moderating effects of allyhood on the relationship between predictors related to women’s 
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advancement (e.g., the proportion of women in an organization) and workplace outcomes 
(e.g., the proportion of women in leadership positions). Additionally, this measure would 
allow practitioners to identify allies for selection purposes, for the formation of teams, 
and to evaluate the effectiveness of programs intended to increase allyhood and 
workplace climate for women. 
Please review each item for its relevancy to its dimension. What will be of most use to us, 
however, will be your own comments and feedback on each item and on the measure as a 
whole. We are open to deleting, adding, and combining entire factors and items within 
factors. 
Awareness 
Awareness of sexism and sexist oppression in the workplace is one feature male allies of 
women at work should possess. Prior research demonstrates that there may be two strands 
of awareness a developed ally can achieve. These two strands are differentiated by 
whether they are distally or proximally related to the ally.  
The first strand of awareness – the distal form– involves the ally recognizing that his 
ingroup benefits to varying degrees from the oppression of the outgroup (Washington & 
Evans, 1991). In other words, the more a man recognizes that men, in general, are 
systematically privileged in society as compared to women, the stronger he is in this 
strand of awareness. 
The second strand of awareness in allyhood development – the proximal form – requires 
the ally to recognize introspectively that he, personally, has benefited to varying degrees 
from the systematic oppression of the outgroup (Bishop, 2002). In other words, the more 
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a male ally recognizes that he personally is a beneficiary of the systemic oppression of 
women, the stronger he is in this form of awareness. 
Factor 1: Distal Awareness 
 
The distal strand of Awareness involves the ally recognizing that his ingroup benefits to 
varying degrees from the oppression of the outgroup (Washington & Evans, 1991). In 
other words, the more a man recognizes that men are systematically privileged in society 
as compared to women, the stronger he is in this strand of awareness. 
(1) In general, women are not treated as favorably as men in the workplace. 
(2) It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as compared to men. 
(3) In general, women are paid less than men for the same job. 
(4) At work, women are not compensated as much as men are. 
(5) At work, women are not promoted as much as men are. 
(6) Compared to women, I recognize that certain benefits at work come more easily to 
men. 
(7) I believe women when they say there is sexism in the workplace. 
(8) Sexism isn’t a problem in modern-day organizations. (REVERSE) 
(9) It’s easier for a man to get to the top of an organization than it is for a woman, just 
because of his sex. 
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(10) Women face challenges at work that men do not. 
(11) When a man and woman are equally-qualified for a position, the man’s sex puts him 
at an advantage. 
(12) Women experience sexual harassment at work more often than men. 
(13) Despite the many advances made towards gender equality in the last 50 years, there 
is still prejudice against women in the workplace. 
(14) Men are usually assumed to be competent in their jobs, while women usually have to 
prove their competence. 
***Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the factor Distal Awareness as it 
relates to the construct allyhood in general. 
Factor 2: Proximal Awareness 
The proximal strand of awareness requires the ally to recognize introspectively that he, 
personally, has benefited to varying degrees from the systematic oppression of the 
outgroup (Bishop, 2002). In other words, the more a male ally recognizes that he 
personally is a beneficiary of the systemic oppression of women, the stronger he is in this 
form of awareness. 
(1) As a man I have privileges at work that my women colleagues do not. 
(2) I recognize that certain benefits at work may come more easily to me as compared to 
my female coworkers. 
(3) At work, I wouldn’t get into as much trouble if I talked down to a woman than if I had 
talked down to another man. 
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(4) Sometimes I wonder if I am paid more for my job than my female coworkers who do 
the same job. 
(5) Sometimes I wonder if the good things that happen to me at work are because I am a 
man and not a woman. 
(6) I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do not. 
(7) Generally, I don’t experience negative biases at work to the degree that women 
typically do.  
***Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the 
factor Proximal Awareness as it relates to the construct allyhood in general. 
Factor 3: Knowledge 
 Knowledge of the history of and remedies for sexism and sexist oppression in the 
workplace is another feature male allies of women at work should possess. 
Knowledge/Education refers to the ally’s knowledge and understanding of how laws, 
policies, practices, histories, culture, and norms affect women as compared to men in the 
workplace (Broido, 2000; Jones et al., 2014). Knowledge is different from Awareness in 
that, for instance, it is possible for a man to simultaneously rate himself high in his 
knowledge of laws that address employment discrimination of women, and low in his 
awareness that men as a group continue to benefit from the systemic oppression of 
women. Furthermore, Broido and Reason (2005) noted that confidence in one’s 
knowledge of women at work demonstrated a stronger degree of allyhood. 
(1) I am familiar with a number of laws that give women protection from unequal 
treatment at work. 
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(2) There are laws on the books that require employers to pay women equal wages for the 
same job as men. 
(3) There was a time in our history where custom did not allow women to be the boss. 
(4) There was a time in our history where women were expected to quit their jobs when 
they got pregnant. 
(5) There was a time in our history where women were expected to quit their jobs when 
they got married. 
(6) There used to be a time in our history where women could be fired from their jobs if 
they took off time to have a baby. 
(7) There really isn’t a stigma that stays with a woman after a sexual harassment matter 
has been closed. (REVERSE) 
(8) Most women who win or settle a case after being sexually harassed are better off 
because of the amount of money they received. (REVERSE) 
(9) I am confident that I am up-to-date on the federal laws regarding discrimination in the 
workplace. 
(10) I am confident that I am up-to-date on the policies at my workplace regarding the 
fair treatment of women. 
(11) When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with necessary 
accommodations to perform her job. 
(12) I am aware of studies that show women are penalized for being assertive at work in 
ways that men are not. 
(13) I know about research that shows women’s work opinions are not valued as much as 
men’s. 
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(14) I know about studies that show women at work are more likely to be interrupted 
while speaking than men are. 
 ***Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the factor Knowledge as it 
relates to the construct allyhood in general. 
 
Factor 4: Social Support Skills 
Having the ability to support women who face sexism and sexist oppression in the 
workplace is another feature male allies of women at work should possess. Social 
Support refers to the ally’s ability to actively listen, empathize and conduct an open 
dialogue (Jones et al., 2014; McIntosh, 1991; Washington & Evans, 1991). An ally strong 
in this dimension would have well-developed interpersonal skills that offer warmth and 
trustworthiness to a member of the outgroup. 
(1) I have developed the skills necessary to provide emotional support if a woman at 
work needs my help. 
(2) If approached by a woman at work who was experiencing discrimination, I have the 
skills to be able to talk with her about it. 
(3) I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a nonjudgmental way. 
(4) I tune out women when they talk about fairness issues at work. (REVERSE) 
(5) I understand why some women are offended by sexual jokes made at work. 
(6) I am willing to have an open discussion about women’s workplace issues. 
(7) If a woman confides in me about sexism at work, I will not take advantage of her 
confidence. (8) I avoid having conversations with women about women’s issues at work. 
(REVERSE) 
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(9) I am able to actively listen to women at work who want to discuss work related 
concerns of fairness. 
(10) I can sense when a woman at work wants to talk about how women are treated 
differently than men. 
(11) I know how to be a trustworthy listener for women in my place of work. 
 ***Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the factor Social Support 
Skills as it relates to the construct allyhood in general. 
 
Factor 5: Instrumental Support Skills 
Instrumental Support Skills refers to being able to provide advice, guidance and 
information to another (McIntosh, 1991). Washington and Evans (1991) suggest that such 
support can be demonstrated by allies who possess the skills to direct another to 
appropriate resources. A strong ally in this dimension would be capable of providing 
advice/information to a woman at work, either directly or by steering her to helpful 
resources. 
(1) Over the years I have learned how to advise a woman about her rights at work. 
(2) I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the key people at work who may be 
of help. 
(3) I am confident in my ability to detect subtle forms of sexism at work. 
(4) I can direct a woman to outside resources (for example: books, Web sites, support 
groups, etc.) that support women’s rights at work. 
(5) I can refer women to outside organizations that advocate for women’s rights at work. 
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(6) I know about initiatives or offices in my organization that are dedicated to promoting 
and enforcing equal employment opportunities. 
(7) I can recognize different forms of sexual harassment. 
(8) I can assist a female coworker plan a course of action if she is experiencing a gender 
related workplace issue. (REVERSE.) 
(9) I can advise a woman at work with regards to how to solve a gender related problem. 
 ***Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the factor Instrumental 
Support as it relates to the construct allyhood in general. 
 Factor 6: Action 
Taking direct action to support women and address sexism and sexist oppression in the 
workplace is another feature male allies of women at work should possess. Action refers 
to behavior that promotes the rights and social justice of the oppressed population in an 
effort to influence others. It may come in the form of behavioral interventions directed to 
ingroup members (confrontation) (Washington & Evans, 1991) or as public 
demonstrations of support to outgroup members in general, such as displaying symbols or 
supporting a women’s organization (DiStefano et al., 2000). Keep in mind that emotional 
support for outgroup members on a specific, individual level is included in the third 
dimension of allyhood development (Social Support). 
(1) I vote for issues that support women’s rights at work. 
(2) I encourage others to vote for issues that support women’s rights at work. 
(3) I have engaged in efforts to promote the equal treatment of women at work. 
(4) I am a member of a group that promotes women’s workplace rights. 
(5) I display symbols that show my support for women’s workplace rights. 
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(6) If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up. 
(7) If I hear a slur or derogatory remark regarding women at work, I speak up. 
(8) If I hear a dirty joke about women at work, I speak up. 
(9) I avoid pointing out the ways in which women are treated at work. (REVERSE) 
(10) I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of women at work. (REVERSE) 
(11) If I knew a woman was being paid less than a man for the same job at my work, I 
would tell her. 
(12) I engage in conversations with others regarding the importance of women’s equality 
at work.  
(13) If the discussion at work turns to the equal treatment women, I try to stay out of it. 
(REVERSE) 
(14) I have taken a public stand on important issues facing women at work. 
(15) I find ways to actively challenge my own biases and stereotypes about women at 
work. 
(16) I voluntarily attend workshops or other programs to stay up-to-date on women’s 
issues at work. 
 
Feel free to add any comments here with regards to the factor Activism as it relates to the 
construct allyhood in general. 
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Appendix B 
Item-to-Factor Matching Exercise 
for a Measure to Identify Men who are Allies of Women in the Workplace 
Thank you for agreeing to assist with the validation of a list of items for a proposed 
measure to identify men who are allies of women in the workforce! The final version of 
this measurement will be administered to adult men who are employed. 
Based on theories and measures of allyhood, such as LGBT allyhood (e.g., Broido, 2000; 
Jones, et al., 2014: Washington & Evans, 1991), and research on sexism in the workplace 
(e.g., Leskinen, Cortina & Kabat, 2011) we have developed six dimensions of allyhood 
development that assess various aspects of being a strong ally to women at work: (1) 
Distal Awareness, (2) Proximal Awareness, (3) Subjective Knowledge, (4) Social 
Support Skills, (5) Instrumental Support Skills, and (6) Action. 
Currently, we are conceiving of these dimensions of allyhood as developing in parallel 
(though not perfectly independently). These six factors are NOT sequential steps of 
allyhood in a stage model; it is possible for an individual to have many combinations of 
high and low scores on these factors. Each factor may also have independent predictive 
value/validity, though higher scores on every factor are intended to indicate higher levels 
of the latent construct of “allyhood.” 
Overall, the purpose of the intended measure is to address the need for a tool to advance 
theory and practice on the nature, development, and utility of men as allies of women at 
work. With regard to academic research, such a tool would allow for the study of the 
moderating effects of allyhood on the relationship between predictors related to women’s 
advancement (e.g., the proportion of women in an organization) and workplace outcomes 
(e.g., the proportion of women in leadership positions). Additionally, this measure would 
allow practitioners to identify allies for developmental purposes, for the formation of 
teams, and to evaluate the effectiveness of programs intended to increase allyhood and 
workplace climate for women. 
One initial step in the validation of any scale is calling upon Subject Matter Experts 
(SMEs) to advise which items are likely to be associated with which factors. To that end 
we have devised a matching exercise where we will ask you to match items in the 
proposed scale with their expected factors. 
You can find definitions of each of the 6 proposed factors in this document:  Factor 
Explanations.docx. Feel free to refer to it throughout the exercise. 
THANK YOU! 
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Please use your mouse's drag and drop feature to move statements from the item column to a factor box. 
Click Factor Explanations.docx  for a fuller discussion of each factor. If in your opinion according to the 
Factor Explanantions, an item does not belong to any of the listed factors, please move that item to the No 
Factor box. 
  
Distal Awareness (a general 
understanding of male privilege in 
society) 
Proximal Awareness (a man’s personal 
understanding that he himself is a 
beneficiary of the patriarchy to some 
degree) 
Subjective Knowledge (the ally’s belief 
in his knowledge and understanding of 
how laws, policies, practices, histories, 
culture, and norms affect women as 
compared to men in the workplace) 
Social Support (having the ability to 
support women who face sexism and 
sexist oppression in the workplace) 
Instrumental Support Skills (being able 
to provide advice, guidance and 
information to another) 
Action (taking direct action to support 
women and address sexism and sexist 
oppression) 
No Factor - this item does not belong 
with any of the above factors. 
Sampling of Various Items for SME Review 
(1) In general, women are not treated as 
favorably as men in the workplace. 
(2) It is more difficult for women to advance 
in the workplace as compared to men. 
(3) In general, women are paid less than men 
for the same job. 
(4) At work, women are not compensated as 
much as men are. 
(5) At work, women are not promoted as 
much as men are. 
(6) Compared to women, I recognize that 
certain benefits at work come more easily to 
men. 
(7) I believe women when they say there is 
sexism in the workplace. 
(8) Sexism isn’t a problem in modern-day 
organizations. (REVERSE) 
(9) It’s easier for a man to get to the top of an 
organization than it is for a woman, just 
because of his sex. 
(10) Women face challenges at work that men 
do not. 
(11) When a man and woman are equally-
qualified for a position, the man’s sex puts 
him at an advantage. 
(12) Women experience sexual harassment at 
work more often than men. 
(13) Despite the many advances made towards 
gender equality in the last 50 years, there is 
still prejudice against women in the 
workplace. 
(14) Men are usually assumed to be competent 
in their jobs, while women usually have to 
prove their competence. 
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APPENDIX C 
Descriptive Statistics for Seventeen Item M.A.W.W. from EFA 
 Item Content by Factor Mean SD 
 Knowledge & Awareness   
2. I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do not. 3.73 1.91 
18. Over the years I have learned how to point out places for women to research 
about their rights at work. 
3.72 1.16 
7. Compared to women, I recognize that some benefits at work come more 
easily to men. 
3.64 1.91 
26. I am familiar with a number of laws that give women protection from 
unequal treatment at work. 
3.52 1.19 
17. When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with necessary 
accommodations to perform her job. 
3.49 1.21 
1. It is easier for a man to get to the top of an organization than it is for a 
woman because of sexism. 
3.46 1.18 
19. It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as compared to 
men. 
3.29 1.29 
31. I am familiar with studies that show women are penalized for being assertive 
at work in ways that men are not. 
3.18 1.20 
 Action   
42. I engage in conversations with others regarding the importance of women’s 
equality at work. 
3.63 1.02 
39. If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up against it. 2.93 1.74 
30. At work, I wouldn’t get into as much trouble if I talked down to a woman 
than if I had talked down to another man. 
2.90 1.12 
16. I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of women at work. 
(REVERSE) 
2.68 1.07 
6. I am a member of a group that promotes women’s workplace rights. 2.42 1.30 
 Skills & Capacity   
59. I know about studies that show women at work are more likely to be 
interrupted while speaking than men are. 
4.31 .85 
40. I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a nonjudgmental way. 4.18 .85 
22. If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the key people at 
work who may be of help. 
4.15 1.00 
46. If approached by a woman at work who was experiencing discrimination, I 
have the skills to be able to talk with her about it. 
4.14 .91 
Note. SD = Standard Deviation. 
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Appendix D 
Interitem correlation matrix for the Seventeen Item M.A.W.W. from EFA. 
Item No. 22 40 46 9 1 2 7 17 18 19 31 6 16 39 42 26 30 
22 1.0 .40 .43 .45 .28 .33 .32 .40 .38 .28 .33 .04 .11 .24 .38 .39 .21 
40 .40 1.0 .40 .36 .30 .32 .35 .24 .42 .30 .27 .06 .06 .34 .23 .33 .26 
46 .43 .40 1.0 .35 .24 .28 .32 .30 .29 .24 .27 -.01 .01 .13 .16 .30 .23 
59 .45 .36 .35 1.0 .21 .21 .23 .21 .27 .18 .17 -.04 .07 .15 .27 .19 .09 
1 .28 .30 .24 .21 1.0 .78 .74 .77 .75 .67 .63 .22 .12 .32 .14 .78 .31 
2 .33 .32 .28 .2 .78 1.0 .71 .75 .72 .62 .57 .17 .03 .26 .06 .73 .27 
7 .32 .35 .32 .2 .74 .71 1.0 .70 .66 .64 .59 .21 .11 .27 .10 .72 .25 
17 .40 .24 .30 .21 .77 .75 .70 1.0 .75 .67 .69 .16 .10 .31 .10 .80 .31 
18 .38 .42 .29 .27 .75 .72 .66 .75 1.0 .67 .65 .18 .12 .32 .11 .78 .34 
19 .28 .30 .24 .18 .67 .62 .64 .67 .67 1.0 .63 .35 .15 .37 .05 .73 .35 
31 .33 .27 .27 .17 .63 .57 .59 .69 .65 .63 1.0 .21 .09 .34 .08 .66 .32 
6 .04 .06 -.01 -.04 .22 .17 .21 .16 .18 .35 .21 1.0 .47 .40 .27 .23 .44 
16 .11 .06 .01 .07 .12 .03 .11 .10 .12 .15 .09 .47 1.0 .51 .43 .17 .54 
39 .24 .34 .13 .15 .32 .26 .27 .31 .32 .37 .34 .40 .51 1.0 .45 .30 .58 
42 .38 .23 .16 .27 .14 .06 .10 .10 .11 .05 .08 .27 .43 .45 1.0 .11 .43 
26 .39 .33 .30 .19 .78 .73 .72 .80 .78 .73 .66 .23 .17 .30 .11 1.0 .35 
30 .21 .26 .23 .09 .31 .27 .25 .31 .34 .35 .32 .44 .54 .58 .43 .35 1.0 
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Appendix E 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Fifteen Item M.A.W.W. from CFA 
 Item Content by Factor Mean SD 
 Knowledge & Awareness   
17. When a woman is pregnant, her workplace must provide her with necessary 
accommodations to perform her job. 
4.21 .56 
2. I think women face barriers in the workplace that I do not. 4.01 .69 
7. Compared to women, I recognize that some benefits at work come more 
easily to men. 
3.89 1.21 
26. I am familiar with a number of laws that give women protection from 
unequal treatment at work. 
3.49 .81 
1. It is easier for a man to get to the top of an organization than it is for a 
woman because of sexism. 
3.48 1.54 
19. It is more difficult for women to advance in the workplace as compared to 
men. 
3.41 1.69 
31. I am familiar with studies that show women are penalized for being 
assertive at work in ways that men are not. 
3.22 1.21 
 Action   
39. If I see discrimination against a woman at work, I speak up against it. 3.86 1.41 
42. I engage in conversations with others regarding the importance of women’s 
equality at work. 
3.59 1.65 
6. I am a member of a group that promotes women’s workplace rights. 3.55 1.02 
16. I steer clear of discussions regarding the inequality of women at work. 
(REVERSE) 
3.54 1.10 
 Skills & Capacity  1 
40. I can listen to women’s workplace concerns in a nonjudgmental way. 3.30 1.09 
46. If approached by a woman at work who was experiencing discrimination, I 
have the skills to be able to talk with her about it. 
3.19 1.23 
22. If asked, I can direct a woman who may have a problem to the key people at 
work who may be of help. 
2.95 1.25 
59. I know about studies that show women at work are more likely to be 
interrupted while speaking than men are. 
2.89 1.19 
Note. SD = Standard Deviation. 
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Appendix F 
Interitem correlations for the Fifteen Item M.A.W.W. from CFA 
Item No. 22 40 46 9 1 2 7 17 19 31 6 16 39 42 26 
22 1.0 .40 .43 .45 .28 .33 .32 .40 .28 .33 .04 .11 .24 .38 .39 
40 .40 1.0 .40 .36 .30 .32 .35 .24 .30 .27 .06 .06 .34 .23 .33 
46 .43 .40 1.0 .35 .24 .28 .32 .30 .24 .27 -.01 .01 .13 .16 .30 
59 .45 .36 .35 1.0 .21 .21 .23 .21 .18 .17 -.04 .07 .15 .27 .19 
1 .28 .30 .24 .21 1.0 .78 .74 .77 .67 .63 .22 .12 .32 .14 .78 
2 .33 .32 .28 .2 .78 1.0 .71 .75 .62 .57 .17 .03 .26 .06 .73 
7 .32 .35 .32 .2 .74 .71 1.0 .70 .64 .59 .21 .11 .27 .10 .72 
17 .40 .24 .30 .21 .77 .75 .70 1.0 .67 .69 .16 .10 .31 .10 .80 
19 .28 .30 .24 .18 .67 .62 .64 .67 1.0 .63 .35 .15 .37 .05 .73 
31 .33 .27 .27 .17 .63 .57 .59 .69 .63 1.0 .21 .09 .34 .08 .66 
6 .04 .06 -.01 -.04 .22 .17 .21 .16 .35 .21 1.0 .47 .40 .27 .23 
16 .11 .06 .01 .07 .12 .03 .11 .10 .15 .09 .47 1.0 .51 .43 .17 
39 .24 .34 .13 .15 .32 .26 .27 .31 .37 .34 .40 .51 1.0 .45 .30 
42 .38 .23 .16 .27 .14 .06 .10 .10 .05 .08 .27 .43 .45 1.0 .11 
26 .39 .33 .30 .19 .78 .73 .72 .80 .73 .66 .23 .17 .30 .11 1.0 
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